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ABSTRACT

"~ -This thesis examines the proposition that terrorism is a form of war. To do this,
this paper first analyzes warfare in terms of what it is and how it functions. This is
done by surveyving classical military thinkers such as Thucydides, Sun Tzu, Machiavellj,
‘von Clausewitz, and Liddell Hart, to name just a few. This provides an understanding

R

ot only of the nature and purpose of war, but of the basic immutable principles under

which it c;perates. These offer a means to construct a paradigm with which terrorism

cail be tested to  determine whether or not it is a form of war. Once the constant
T " ~dlements of war are analyzed and undersioud, the variable factors are then examined.
Here, the study focuses upon the evolution of war, highlighting what changes and why.
From this, it is possible to understand not only why terrorism came into being but the
environment in which it operates as well.

The second part of this study begins with an analysis of the terroristic method of
‘force employvment, followed by an examination of seven major types of terrorism to
determine which, if any, qualify as a form of war. These include: psychotic, criminal,
mystical, revolutionary, repression, military and state sponsored terrorism. Of these,
three are found to qualify as a form of war -- military, revolutionary, and state
sponsored.

These three types of terrorism are then analyzed as forms of warfare in terms of
how they employ force, as well as to what end that force is used« What becomes
apparent is that not only does this terroristic force operate in the same basic manner as
that employed in traditional warfare, it has the same basic capabilitics and weaknesses
of classical military force. This is significant because it suggests that countervailing
strategies must be based upon classical principles of war and combat. These general
countervailing strategic guidelines are presented in the final part of this work.

The significance of this study, then, is that it determines that terrorism, or certain
tvpes of terrorisin, are indeed a form of war. Moreover, these not only have the same
end but operate in essentially the same manner as the more classical or traditional
forms of warfare. Conscquently, the only proper mcans to neutralize these forms of
terrorism is to treat them as a form of war and apply military force against them in

accordance with the principles of war and combat.
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1. GENERAL INTRODUCTION

A. OVERVIEW

This study seeks to answer the question, is terrorism a form of war?
Unfortunately, there is no simple answer to this simple question. First, we must come
to terms with the two phenomena that are being compared. That is, we must
determine what is “war” and what is “rerrorism”. Moreover, great care must be taken
in order not to create a simple tautology; i.e., definition ‘W’ equals definition ‘7" and
therefore the two are equivalent. In order to avoid this pitfall, the present study has
approached both phenomena from two basic perspectives: 1) hcw they employ force
and 2) to what end they employ force. Thus, if it can be shown that terrorism and
warfare function in the same manner, and seek the same basic ends, it is safe to
conclude they are equivalent.

War, however, is a highly complex phenomenon. Although everyone believes
they know it when they see it, coming up with a workable academic definition of what
war is and how it functions is no simple task. Indeed, simple definitions are fraught
with arbitrary limitations which have no bearing in the real world of human endeavor.
For instance, were we to say that war is simply the employment of one state’s military
inctrument against another state, where does that leave revolutionary or civil wars?
Equally important, what, then, were the conflicts between peoples -- such as primitive
hunter-gathering or nomadic societies -- whose political structures had not vet
developed to a level in which an entitv defined as the state existed? Clearly, then,
simple definitions must be carefully anaivzed and validated before being accepted as an
academically sound means to test whether war and terrorism are equivalent concepts.

As a consequence, the first three chapters following this introduction have been
emploved in coming to terms with what war truly is. These chapters seek to uncover
certain asic and immutabdle factors which govern not only the purpose of war but how

it functions as well. Moreover, these factors are gleaned by analyzing the opinions and
writings of classical military thinkers to establish common ground on the naturc and
function of war. This, in turn, is combined with modern academic and military
concepts of war and what emerges is a very sound, relatively simple common
denominator with which to test terrorism.
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Chapter Two is dedicated to isclating the purpose of war. It entails a brief
examination of the four major schools cof thougnt on warfare and then a more in-depth
analysis of the technological approach which will serve as the main -- although not the
only -- method this study will use to examine warfare. Following this is an
examination of the opinions of the great classical military thinkers on war. These
include: Sun Tzu, Thucydides, Machiavelli, and von Clausewitz to name just a few.
This will provide the reader with a basic foundation and understanding of what the
present study considers to be warfare. Finally, Chapter Two will conclude by
summarizing the common end to which all wars are aimed, providing the first major
criteria by which to test terrorism.

The third and fourth chapters examine how warfare functions; or, to be more
precise how force functions in war. Chapter Three will introduce and analyze the
psvchological and moral factors governing the use of force in war while Chapter Four
will examine force from a physical perspective; identifving the basfc principles which
govern how force functions against force on the physical plane. Naturally, each of
these chapters will afford an additional means by which to test terrorism.

The sccond major problem in determining whether war anu terrorism are
equivalent is that both phenomena, although based upon immutable principles and
laws, are highly variable entities subject both to the exigencies of the environment in
which they operate as well as by the incredible variety of ends men seek to achieve
through their use. Chapter Five introduces the variable factors in war by a somewhat
lengthy but necessary expedient of discussing the types of war as well as those elements
and processes which have governed the evolution of war in the modern epoch. This
will entail a brief examination of each cvolutionary phase of modern warfare
highlighting those elements and factors unique to it as well as identifying the
characteristics each phase in the evolution has given to its successor(s). Finally, this
chapter will analyse a specific type of war -- social warfare -- in which terrorism plays a
major role. The importance cf this chapter also devolves from the fact that it provides
an understanding not only of the conditions permitting the use of terroristic metheds,
but also provides insight into possible mcans for coinbating terrorism. This latter
factor will become particularly uscful in the final chapter of this study which discusses
counterterrorism and prescriptive methods.

After having read through Chapter Five the reader wili have a thorough
understanding of the present study’s position on the function and nature of war, as
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weil as the basic means by which terrorism is to be tested. In the sixth chapter, the
phenomenon of terrorism per se is introduced. Here again the term must be defined,

ut not in a way which is too simplestic or valid only for one of the many
manifestations of this phenomenon. Consequently, the definition proferred is one
combining the opinicns and positions of many of the most notable experts on the
subject, including: J. Bowyer Bell, Martha Crenshaw, Walter Laquer, Brian Jenkins,
among many others. Again, a simpic definiticn is not relied upon to isolate so
complex a concept as terrorism, but an analysis of how it employs force is also made.
In this way, a common position on what terrorism is and how it functions is presented,
providing a basic means for identifying this activity as it appears in its numerous and
variable forms.

These variable forms are presented in Chapters Seven, Eight and Nine. In each
chapter a basic type of terrorism is introduced and each subtype, if any, is presented,
analyzed and tested against the parameters for war introduced in the first section of
this study. Chapter Seven deals exciusively with the so-called apolitical forms of
terronism, including: psychotic, criminal, and mystical. Chapter Eight examines
revolutionary terrorism and includes an analysis of the role this form of terrorism plavs
in the revolutionary mobilization process as well as determines if it qualifies as a form
of war. In chapter Nine, three forms of state terrorism are introduced. These include
repression terrorism, military terrorism and state sponsored terrorism. Following an
analysis of how each of these types of state terrorism employ terroristic force, a
determination as to whether they represent a form of war will also be made.

Chapter Ten is an anzlysis cf the prescriptive methods and countermeasures
necessarvy to ncutralize the terrorist threat. As will be seen, only by treating those
forms of terrorism that qualify as a form of war as warfare, subject to all of the
principles of war and combat, can effective terrorist countermeasures oe identified and
implemented.

The importance of this study is based on several factors. First, it provides
substantive evidence to confirm the widely held belief that terrorism -- or at least some
types of it -- are indeed a form of war. Secondly, armed with this understanding,
appropriate responses to the types of terrorism that are warfare beconic not only more
apparent but, once clearly identified, can be carried out more effectively. Finally, at
present there exisis verv little exhaustive rescarch into terrorism as a militarv as

opposed to a general politicai phenomenon. While 1t would be wrong to suggest that
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the current study is an exhaustive study of the military aspects of terrorism, it is the
sincere hope by the author that this study represent at least a step toward clesing this
academic gap. This author freely acknowledges that he undertook a great deal in too
short a time to do any true justice to the subject at hand. Consequently he asks the
academi¢c community to accept the present work as a less than totally polished product
that he and others may build upon. Indeed, if this study serves to stimulate any
further research or discussion of terrorism as a form of war, its purpose will have been
fulfilled.

B. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

As the computer program with which I am currently writing this study has no
ability to create a section entitied Preface without adding an entirely new chapter to
this already long work, I would like to take a few moments here to acknowledge those
without wiom this study would not be possible. First, I owe a great debt to my
graduate professors at the University of South Carolina, but especially to Professor
Peter Sederberg who initially encouraged me to pursue this subject. Secondly I am
greatlv indebted to two authors whose works provide both insight and inspiration.
First is Theda Skocpol whose book, States and Social Revolutions gave me an
understanding of the structural approach to political science providing me with an
entirely new way in which to perceive the world and man’s actions in it. Equally
important is Colonel Harry Summers whose book, On Strategy taught me that it is not
enough for a soldier to be professionally competent in terms of technical expertise,
management and leadership, but that he/she also has a scholastic duty as well.
Thirdlv, this study would never have been completed without the patient, learned
feedback and guidance from my fellow students and professors at Naval Postgraduate
School. Finally, of course, I acknowledge the suppcrt, advise, and encouragement
providad by my wife, Donna Dare to whom this paper is dedicated.
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II. WAR: FORCE, POWER, AND POLITICS

A.  INTRODUCTION

War is a highly specialized activity having characteristics common with other
forms of human intercourse, but combined in a unique manner. The first characteristic
is, of course, its reliance upon lethal force as its primary means. This, in itself, is
certainly not unique. Many other forms of human activity also deal with lethal force
such as: criminal activity, capital punishment, suicide, abortion and euthanasia.
Clearly, these lie outside the pale of war. What makes war war, then, is not its reliance
upon lethal fcrce, but how it uses this force and to what end. This study seeks to
identify the unique manner in which warfare combines these factors and thereby
provide a means by which to measure whether certain types of terrorism are a form of
war. That is to say, if it can be established that war represents a unique combination
of factors or characteristics regarding how and why lethal force is employed, and if it
can be established that these same factors or characteristics are present in a certain
type of terrorism, then it is safe to assume the two -- war and terrorism -- are .;'
equivalent. |

This chapter seeks to identify the first of these characteristics germane to all

forms of war, namely: to identify to what end lethal force is emploved in war. This will
provide the first element of the paradigm by which this study will measure war. To do |
this it is first necessary to have a basic understanding of the four basic approaches to i
the study of war in order to be aware of the different theories on the courses and
purpose of warfare. Particularly important to the first section is determining the
similarities between the four approaches, especially regarding the utility of force in the
struggle for power. The second section will then focus upon the approach which, for
the most part will govern this study’s analysis of war. This is the technological
approach which is based primarily upon the works of classical military thinkers whose

expertise includes not only the function of war per se, but how force functions in war
in particular. The third section wili then isolate the purpose of force in war --
providing the f{irst means by which to test whether certain types of terrorism are also a
form of war.
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B. THE APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF WAR

Accerding to Quincy Wright in his work, 4 Study of War, there are four basic
approaches to the study of this phenomenon: ideological, psychological, sociological
and technological.1 Each approach suggest that war is caused by a different motive.
What this section will show is that these motives are not mutually exclusive and, more
importantly, at the highest level of abstraction; all perceive war to be caused by the
same motive -- the quest for power. This is clearly recognized by the technological
approach which essentially accepts the other three approaches as being valid but
unable to stand alone. For this, and reasons that will be discussed later, the
technological approach will provide the primary perspective of war throughout this
parer.

The 1deological approach is the oldest approach to the study of war and is
normative in its conception of warfare. Early writers of this school believed wars were
caused by injustices® or they believed war to simply be a facet of the human cordition,
like language or sex, and not the creation of man.’ Later writers and thinkers of this
approach emphasize the role of war as an instrument of justice or authoritv* and are
primarily concerned with whether it is waged with, by, and for legitimate means and
ends.> In the Calvinist ethic for example, “The state was ordained by God [to use war]
not only to protect the good and punish the bad, but also support the true religion.”®
This essentially was a spin off of the Catholic tradition initiated by St. Augustine in the
fourth century which asserted that “..war was permissible to promote peace, that is
order and justice, provided the war was initiated by a proper authority and ...that

authority had found peaceful procedures inadequate.”’

1Quincy Wright, 4 Study of War. 2 vols. (Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1941) p. 423.

2The City of God, Book XXII (Post-Nicene Latin Father, Early Christian Primers,
ed., G.P. Fischer, p. 130) As quoted in Wright, p. 431.

Barrie Paskins and Michael Dockrill, The Ethics of War (Minneapolis: The
University of Minnesota Press, 1979) p. 109.

*Wright, op. cit., Table 63, p. 678.
SIbid., p. 49.

5Roland H. Bainton, Christian Attiiudes Toward War and Peace: A Historical
Survey and Critical Re-evaluation (New York: Abingdon Press, 1960) p. 145.

*Wright, op. cit.. p. 886.
14
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Although man now recognizes he has “more rational” reasons for going to war,

the ideological approach still plays a very major role in mobilizing a populace for war.

Virtually every nation goes to war convinced that thev are right, that the war is just
and God is on their side. During World War Il America went to war to “make the
world safe for democracy.” Even today, the Soviet Union has gone to great lengths in
its political and military doctrine to differentiate between just and unjust wars. To the

USSR, just wars are limited to those that aid the forces of socialism or are waged in

defense of the Soviet Union.® All other wars are, by their definition unjust.

The basic weakness in this approach derives from the fact that being normative,
it generally ends up describing what “should be,” rather than “what is.” Secondly, all

= w5 ~em TH TR
P A S il I -
o L,

normative approaches suffer form being subject to interpretation. Hence, one man’s
holy war is another’s war of repression and aggression.

The psychological approach essentially perceives war from a behavioral

”

perspective in which experts “..take as their point of departure the behavior of
individuals, and from this they draw inferences [to] the behavior of the species."9 In
other words, it sees cultures as being simply “...abstractions of psychological elements
in aggregates of human beings.”!% Consequently, this approach perceives war to be
caused by the personal motives of individuals who band together to satiate specific
personal desires by the use of force against an “out group.” War begins in the minds
of men for the purpose of serving the goals of individual actors which are then
translated to a broader scale.

The basic weakness of this approach is that war is an organized, group activity
that includes organizations having dynamics of their own which do not lend themselves
to explanations based upon individual human behavior patterns. While it provides
useful insights regarding the human element as a catalyst for war, it cannot, for
instance, explain why, as Lappened during World War I, Britain went to war with
Germany because Austria invaded Serbia.

$Richard F. Staar, USSR Foreign Policies After Detente (Stanford, California:
Hoover [nstitution Press, 1983) p. 112.

Robert L. Pfaltzgraff and James Doherty, Contending Theories of International
Relations: A Comprehensive Survey (New York: Harper & Row, 1981) p. 140.

Owright, op. cit., p. 1233.
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This question is casily answered by the Sociological approach, which is basically
a systems-theory approach to the study of war. This approach perceives war to be but
one of many interactions between and within political systems. War, like any
interaction, may be useful in maintaining or regulating a pelitical system, such as that
manifested in the “balance of power” which governed the 19th century European state
system. It can also be useful in transforming a political system, which is the purpose
of those who foment a revelutionary or civil war. Using this system-theory approach it
is easy tc anderstand how Britain became engaged in a war with Germany because of
Austrian aggression. Britain wanted to maintain status quo in the interstate system
while Germany and Austria wanted to modify it. The ultimate result was the First
World War.

This is not to denigrate -- much less totally eliminate -- the role of human beings
in causing and fighting wars. The Sociological approach emphasizes, however, that
"Any valid explanation of revolution [or war] depends upon the analyst’s rising above
the viewpoints of the participants to find important regularities across given historicai

"

instances...”. 1! According to Gordon Wood, "...it is not that men’s motives are
unimportant; they indeed make events ...but the purpose of men ...are so numerous, so
varied, and so contradictory that their complex interaction produces results no one

intended or could even foresee.”}2

Despite the fact this approach provides a very good understanding of how war
can maintain, regulate or change social and political systems it, like the ideological and
psychological approaches, has great difficulty in explaining how wars are fought. That
is, they cannot explain why one side chooses a certain tactic or why the armed forces
are employed in a certain way. For answers to questions such as these, it is necessary
to use the technological approach.

As Quincy Wright notes, “The technological approach is usually exemplified by
the attitude of professional military men and diplomats, in writing on strategy and
diplomacy ...[and] conceives [of] war as the use of regulated violence for political
ends.”!? It is an approach comfortably shared by such “realist” thinkers as Thomas

NTheda Skocpol, States and Social Revolutions: A Comparative Analysis of
France, Russia and China (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1983) p. 18.

2Gordon Wood, “The American Revolution,” Revolutions: A Comparative Study,
edited by Lawrence Kaplan, (New York: Vintage Books, 1575) p. 129. As quoted in
Skocpol, Ibid., p. 18.
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Hobbes, Francis Bacon, Niccolo Machiavelli, Carl von Clausewitz and Hans
Morgenthau.!* It is also the primary -- although not the only -- approach this study
will use to investigate war and terrorism.

There are three basic reasons why the technological approach will predominate
throughout this study. First, the study propo:zs to establish that terrorism is a form of
war based upon its manipulation of force to meet political objectives, which is the basis
of the technclogical approach. Second, the technological approach incorporates
elements from each of the other three approaches, which can be applied when
necessary and appropriate. Finally, the technological approach is the only one that
adequately describes how and why wars are fought the way they are. All of these
factors make the technological approach more versatile and accurate in its depiction of
warfare.

Although the three previously-mentioned approaches appear to focus on a
different cause of war, at the most abstract level, they are actually identifying the same
basic cause as the technological approach -- the struggle for power. Whether one
wishes to correct an injustice, satiate the goals of individual actors, or change the
status quo within a given political or social system, power is an essential element when
opposition is met. Furthermore, the side enjoying the greater power will determine the
outcome. As will be shown later, having greater power does not necessarily mean-
having the most physical force -- otherwise it would be impossible for terrorism to exist
-- but force is the dynamic element of power, and it is by properly applying force that
determines which side has the greater power. The xey point here is that whether the
objectives have ideological, psychological, or sociological roots, force has utility in
securing and/or defending them.

The utility of force is readily seen in both the writings of Machiavelli and von
Clausewitz. In The Prince, Machiavelli admonishes “... the ruler to keep in mind the
preservation of his power depend(s} upon military strength.”!3> Von Clausewitz is even

Bwright, op. cir., p. 423.

1%For more on the realist perspective see Machiavelli, The Prince or Discourses
Also sec Thomas Hobbes, Elements of Law, Natural and Political and Leviathan. To
gain an understanding on the realist perspective on warfare, see von Clausewitz, On
War. edited and translated by Michaei Howard and Peter Paret, Princcton: Princcton
University Press, 1976).

ISFelix Gilbert, “Machiavelli The Renaissance of the Art of War,” Makers of
Modern Strategy: Military Thought From Machiaveili to Hitler, edited by Edward M.
Earle (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1943; Princeton Paperback Printing,
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more specific. He states, “The decision by [{orce] is ...in war what cash payment is in
commerce.”!8 Force, then, is the ultimate arbiter in the struggle for power; and this
struggle is the primary cause of war. The adherents to the technological approach

2

perceive a Hobbesian international system which is “...characterized by an absence of
. . . . . . - . w]7
effective institutionalized constraints on the use of ferce by its members... 17 As

Thomas Hobbes put it in his werk Leviarhan:

In ail times Kkings and persons of sovereign authority, because of their
independency, are in continual jealousies, and in the state and posture of
gladiators: having their weapons pointed, and their eyes fixed on one another --
that is, their forts, garrisons, and guns on the frontiers of their kingdoms -- and
continual spies upon their neighbors; which is a posture of war ... (W)here there
is no common power, there is no law, no injustice. Force and fraud are in war
cardinal virtues.!8

International relations are consequently punctuated by wars resulting from the
continuous struggle between the constituent parts. It is a social system wherein force
and power are useful both in achieving political goals and defending against the
demards and incursions of others. But while this clearly identifies the cause of war, it
does not adequarzly identify what makes war a phenomenon unique form all cther
forms of human endeavor. For this, the specific characteristics of warfare must be
identified and war must be precisely cefined.

C. THE TECHNOLOGICAL APPROACH

The technological approach rests upon scientific methodology. That is, it begmns
“...with the concrete and objective evidence of the senses and attempts to create from
[this], logical structures capable of predicting events in the future and praciical
techniques [or fundamentals] capable of controlling them.”!? This scientific realism
permits war to be logically analyzed to discern not only what causes war but how it
functions. Furthermore, it makes possible the ability to identify the special

1973) p. 3.

16Carl von Clausewitz, On War, edited and translated by Michael Howard and
Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1976) p. 97.

17K J. Holsti, International Politics: A Framework for Analysis (Englewood CHifTs,
New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1983) p. 270.

¥ Thomas Hobbes, Leviazhan. XXI1I, p. 65. As quoted in Will and Ariel Durant,
The Story of Civilization, vol. 8. The Age of Louis XIV (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1963) p. 535.

9Wright, op. cir., p. 426.
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characteristics germane to all tvpes of warfare. These characteristics will be described
1n this section.

The scientific methodology of the technological approach finds early roots in the
classic Greek and Roman histories of Thucydides, Polybius, and Livy. Thucydides
tegan writing his histories on the Peloponnesian Wars in the Sth century B.C. Itis in

#

these essays that he proposes “... that in the order of human nature, future events
would resemble those which had occurred.”?® In other words, there is a pattern to
historv. Furthermore, Thucydides also believed that human nature is constant and
that the pattern of “..history will reveal the springs of human behavior.”?! Finally,
Thucydides believed that human conflict was due to the motives of fear, greed and
ambizion.??

What Thucydides is suggesting, is that since there is a pattern to history, it is
possible to analyze its course by careful observation and reasoning. Upon close
examination he found that wars were essentially caused by human motives, which
further suggests that war must serve some useful purpose in satisfving human desires,
including those to be free from fear, and to satiate greed and ambition. Although his
ideas were lost during the Dark Ages, his careful recording of historical events enabled
thinkers and writers of the Renaissance to once again ponder and “discover” basic
factors of history and human nature.

While Thucydides was writing his histories, a Chinese philosopher named Stn
Tzu began writing his treatise The Art of War. In it, he revealed “...an understanding
of the political and philosophical fundamentals so sound and enlighting as to warrant
serious study by scholars and soldiers today.”3 Sun Tzu's basic premise can be found
in the opening verse of his work: “The art of war is of vital importance to the state.”24
As Samuel B. Griffith points out in his excellent translation of Sun Tzu, "Here is
recognition -- and Jor the first time -- that armed strife is not a transitory aberration,

but a recurrent, conscious act and therefore susceptible to rational analysis.”*> Griffith

20Thucydides, The Peloponnesian Wars, translated by Benjamin Jowett, revised
and abridged by P.A. Brunt (New York: Washington Square Press, 1963) p. XXIX.

1 1bid.
21pid., p. XXX.

3*R. Ernest Dupuy and Trever N. Dupuy, The Encyclopedia of Military History:
From 3500 to the Present (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1970) p. 19.

23Sun Tzu, The Art of War, edited and translated by Samuel B. Griffith (Londcn:
Oxford University Press, 1963; Oxford University Press Paperback, 1971) p. 63.
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continues,

By relating war to the immediate political context, that is to alliances or lack of
them, and to unity and stability on the home front and high morale in the army
contrasted with disunity in the enemy country and low morale in his army, Sun
Tzu attempted to establish a realistic basis for relative power.2® y

This was Renaissance-thinking five centuries before Christ. Furthermore, Sun
Tzu understood war to be an intrinsic element of politics. First, he deemed national
unity to be essential to military victory.27 Second, he proposed that war was not an
end in itself, bui rather a means to an end. When discussing how a war should be
waged, Sun Tzu stated that a wise general "...creates conditions certain to produce a
quick decision; for him victory is the object of war, not lengthy operations however
brilliant’-  >nducted.”?® This is essentially an appeal to the military commander to
subordinate his military objectives and operations to the political objective for which
the war is being waged.

Despite having been published in the West as early as 1772,% the works of Sun
Tzu were to remain relatively obscure until the early 20th century. It was not until Sir
Basil Liddell Hart was introduced to Sun Tzu in 1927 that the Chinese philosopher was
incorporated into any major Western military writings. Liddell Hart was extremely
impressed with Sun Tzu, crediting him with having “...in ...one short book... embodied
almost as much about the fundamentals of strategy and tactics as [Hart] had covered in

more than twenty books.*30

Niccolo Machiavelli is generally considered the first modern military thinker to
see war in a way similar to Sun Tzu. Like Sun Tzu, Machiavelli saw war as an
organized, recurring, premeditated act that could be subjected to rational analysis.>! As
a Renaissance thinker, Machiavelli based his views on war upon the belief that behind
all social activities lay basic principles and laws that are timeless and which, through

23bid., p. 39.

261 bid., pp. 39-40.
1bid., p. 39.

B1bid., p. 1.

“1bid., p. IX.

U1bid., p. VIL

3 lWrig'nt, op. cit., p. 426.
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logical deduction, could be discovered and applied to daily life.>? Machiavelli sought to
support his theories by carefully studying the events of the past. He was particularly
inspired by the classical histories of Thucydides, Livy and Polyvbius and the military
handbooks of Caesar, Frontinus and Vegetius.*?

Although the principles of war will be discussed in detail later in this paper, it is
important to no'e some of the more salient observations made by Machiavelli. First,
he noted the importance of morale and cohesion in achieving victory.34 Additionally,
he emphasized the central importance of the battle to warfare, and contended that in
war a state should apply all possible force available to it. Perhaps Machiavelli's most
profound observation derived from the classical histories was that political power is
based upon militarv power rather than the size of its treasury, pointing out that gold
only becarne political power if it could be transformed into military. ctrength.3*
Machiavelli was to have a majcr impact upon the 19th and 20th century military
thinkers. Quincy Wright goes so far as to credit Machiavelli with influencing “...a huge
literatwre ...of books on strategy and power politics such as those by von Clausewitz,
Jomini Mahan and von Der Goltz."36 Each of these writers have in turn affected
others, such as Liddell Hart, J.F.C. Fuller, John Keegan and Generals Patton, von
Moltke, Guderian, Rommel and von Schlieffen, to name a few.

As a member of the technological school, it should come as no surprise that von
Clausewitz perceived war from a Machiavellian perspective. Like Machiavelli, von
Clausewitz sought to ascertain and precisely define the recurring, immutable laws
governing warfare.

32Gilbert, op. cit., p. 23.

BWright, op. cit., p. 427.

34Giloert, op. cit.. p. 18.

31bid., p. 14. This idea was quite revolutionary at the time when Italian wars
were fought with Condottieri (mercenaries) who often engaged in dav-long hatrles in
which enly onc or two men were Killcd. Decause waging war was a scrvice each
Captain of a Condottieri company provided, and because the individual soldicr was the

“working capital” of said companics, losses were Kept to an absolute minimum with
battlefield maneuvers often deciding the victor.

361bid., p. 15.
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D. VON CLAUSEWITZ ON THE PURPOSE OF WAR
For von Clausewitz, the purpose of war is isolated in the phrase, “War is an act

*37 This definition, standing alone, could

of force to compel our enemy to do our will.
apply to the full spectrum of violent human interaction, from individual persons -- say
in a barroom brawl -- to alliances of nations. Von Clausewitz quickly narrows this
definition with his famous maxim, "War is the continuation of policy by other
means.”3® Here we see he is referring to political entities, not merely individuals.
Hence, war is the employment of force by a political entity sufficient to compel another
political entity to meet a political goal or objective.

The beauty of this definition stems form the fact it is free of any normative
concepts. War exists when a political entity attempts to compel an enemy t orce --
irrespective of whether this force complies with regulatory laws created by man or
meets a specific juridical definition. Man's law is an artificial construct. It is not an
immutable law, such as the law of physics, and hence man’s law may be (and often is)
ignored or broken. The principles of war, on the other hand, apply whether man
recognizes them or not. They apply whenever war exists and, therefore, are not
considered normative.

This is not to infer that man’s law has no impact on war from a policy, strategic,
or tactical perspective. Wars are often limited by the normative values of man, but
these values are effective only if all the belligerents adhere to them and, most
especially, if they do not confront the principles and laws governing the use of violent
force in war. As von Clausewitz noted,

Kind-hearted people might of course think there was some ingenious way to
disarm or defeat an enerny without so much bloodshed ...pleasant as this sounds,
it is a fallacy ...war is such a dangerous business that the mistakes [coming] from
kindness are the very worst. The maximum use of force is in no way
incompatible with the simultaneous use of the intellect. If one side uses force
without compunction, undecterred by bloodshed ...while the other side refrains,
the first will gain the upper hand. That side will force the other to follow suit;
each will drive its opponent toward extremes, and the only limiting factor are the
counterpoises inherant in [the laws and principles of] war.*?

3750n Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 75.

381hid., p. 87.
31bid., p. 76.
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We might conclude from von Clausewitz’s line of logic that the limitations on
force imposed by the normative laws of man wiil give way if the situation is desperate
for the political entities engaged and neither side is quickly victorious. Put in less
tautological form: war becomes less subject to normative restrictions as desperation
grows for one or all the political entities involved, and if the war is not ended quickly.

Another very important factor in understanding the purpose of war from che
Clausewitzian perspective is his definition of force. Using only von Clausewitz’s
definition of war as stated above, it is possible to conceive of economic or diplomatic
“warfare” as is often suggested by sociologists, psychologists, and even some political
scientists.* Von Clausewitz conceded that commerce and diplomacy were much like
warfare. But as he quickly points out, the simple struggle of interests is not war. He
states, “War is a clash between major interests, which is resclved by bloodshed -- that
is the only way in which it differs from other conflicts.”*! He goes on to state that,

Physical force, therefore, is the specific means of war, and it would be absurd to
introduce into the philosophy of war ..a ‘principle of moderation’. Our
opponent wiil comply with our will if ‘either he is ... disarmed or placed in such
a position that he is threatened with being disarmed’.4?

In effect, force is the means of war and imposing ocur will on the enemy its
object."‘3 It is important to note here von Clausewitz’s notion that political objectives
may be obtained in two ways: disarming the enemy or threatening to do so. What
von Clausewitz is doing by presenting these alternatives is differentiating between
physical and moral force. These will be dealt with in greater detail in Chapter Three
and is critical to our understanding terrorism as warfare. Whereas it is intuitively
obvious that a disarmad enemy must submit to the victor's will, it is less apparent why
an enemy would submit if he still retains the means to resist. Yei, as will be
established below, virtually no war has been fought until one side is totally defenseless.

%stephen Withey and Daniel K itz, "The Social Psychology of Human Conflict,”
The Nawre of Human Conflict, cdited by Elton B. McNeil (Englewood Cliffs, New
Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1965) p. 63.

Von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 149.

*2H. Rothfels, “Clausewitz,” Makers of Modern Strategy: Military Thought from
Machiavelli 10 Hitler, op. cit., p. 102

BVon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 85.




We may conciude, then, that war, at its most basic level, is simply a clash of wills
between two political entities. Although the physical force will determined the type
and scale of the war, it is the will to fight that determines when the war begins and
ends. It is this human element which takes war out of the realm of the pure physical
science and permits the very weak to engage the very strong in war. Otherwise,
terrorism could not exist.

E. SUMMATION

In summary, war is the result of the struggle for power between contending
parties. Power is sought because it has the ability to compel one’s opponent to do
one’s will. And force is used because it has utility in compelling and because there is
no higher authority than a decision made by force. War is also a conscious, recurring,
organized phenomenon, capabie of being observed and rationally analyzed
(Thucydides, Sun Tzu). It is a transitorv phenomenon which is only employed until a
given objective is reached (Sun Tzu). It is purposeful, goal oriented activity
inextricably linked to politics (Sun Tzu, Machiavelli). Moreover, it differs from all
other forms of human conflict in that it involves death or the threat of death (von
Clausewitz). Above all, it is a clash of wills between contending parties (von
Clausewitz). Consequently, our definition of war for the remainder of this study is:

War is an act of lethal force between organized political entities for the purpose of
achieving political goals by compelling an enemy to modify or surrender his own
political abjectives through weakening or destroying his will to resist.

This, then, is the first means by which we will test the types of terrorism to
determiried which are not forms of war. It will narrow the ficld and help us better
focus in later chapters upon those tvpes of terrorism that still remain.




IIi. FORCE: THE PRIMARY ELEMENT OF WAR

A. INTRODUCTION

All warfare, regardless of when it is waged or the form it takes, rests upon a
single, indispensible element -- force. As noted earlier, it is force that separates
economic or diplomatic conflicts from warfare. But how, exactly, does force function in
war. Itis this question that this chapter will answer. In so doing it will explore how
force becomes power and how force operates simultaneously on the physical as well as
the psychological plane. Furthermore, this chapter will examine the instruments of
force in war which include its weapon systems and military organization. Particular
emphasis will be placed upon the will to fight or 'moral force’ as a prerequisite for the
creation and maintenance of cohesive military units. This, in turn, will provide a better
understanding of preciseiy how terrorism functions as a weapon of war by establishing
how it can break down the political and social cohesion of a targeted political entity.
Finally, this chapter will add to the criteria this study will use to determine which types
of terrorism can be rejected as not being a form of war.

B. FORCE AND POWER

Force and power are not equivalent concepts. Ciearly, force is a nccessary

element of power, but the amount of force available to a political entity does not
necessarily indicate the amount of power it has. Japan and Saudi Arabia, for example,
enjoy considerable power in the international milieu despite the fact that both are
militarv pvgmies. Moreover, the Vatican or scores of international corporations such

as Du Pont or Exxon enjov a great amount of power despite having no military --
force gencrating -- capability at all. We must conclude, therefore, that power involves s
more than mere physical force.

Arleigh Burke, the former Chief of Naval Operations, argues that power is made
up of three essential components: force and n»ersuasion, which are actually two
extremes along the same continuum of human interaction, and influence which lics .
somewhere in between. To Burke, force compels a nation {or other political entity) by
removing any alternatives. The target must comply or ccase to exist. Persuasion, on

s

the other hand, becomes power by presenting “... ideas so attractively that they not
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only scem valid intellectually but also induce a desired type of respor*‘se."44 He

continues,

The term ‘influence’ connotes the forms of power between pure force and pure
persuasion. Behavior is neither ‘forced’ nor is it deterruned by dispassionate
rersuasion. Rather, the power that exercises influence obtains the desired
behavior by controiling the choices available to the ‘influenced’, [that is] ... the
possessor of power can add further advantage to the type of behavior desired [or]
he can ... impose additional sanctions upon the types of undesirable behavior.*

The most important thing to note here is that with the use of influence or
persuasion the target can choose whether or not to comply, and/or to what degree. By
emploving force the choice is removed unless the target can counter in kind.

Edward Luttwak would agree with this analysis to a point in that he also
perceives force to be a component of power, althcugh only from a static perspective.
In dynamic terms, however, ... force and power are not analogous at all, but thev are,
in a sense, opposites. One is an input and the other output, and efficiency requires the
minimization of ti.e former [force] and the maximization of the latter [power].""’6 He
points out that force works ...

by direct application on the field of battle or in active (non-combat) deplovment.
[But] ... force also works indirectly (i.e., politically) since its mere presence -- if
recognized -- may deter or compel. But the direct suasion [sic] of force, though
undoubtedly a political rather than a physical phenomenon, occurs only in the
narrowest ‘tactical’ dimension.4’

Luttwak further contends that force-in-operation is basically analogous to a
physical phenomenon, equivalent to the concept of mechanical force in Newtonian
physics. “Both are consumed in application; both wane over distance to a degree that

is dependent on the means of conveyance or the medium of transmission...”.%3

4“"Arleigh Burke, “Power and Peace,” Peace and War in the Modern Age:
Premises, Myths and Realities, edited by Frank R. Barnett, William C. Mott, and John
C. Neff (Garden City, New York: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1965; Anchor Books
edition, 1965) p. 19.

#31bid., p. 20.

#Edward N. Luttwak, The Grand Strategy of the Roman Empire: From the First
Century A.D. to the Third (Balimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976;
Johns Hopkins Paperback edition, {981) p. 196.

T1bid.
KTIT -
Ibid., pp. 196-197.
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Consequently, military force, like mechanical force, can only be used in one place at
any given time, becomes weaker as it disperses, and weakens with distance and use.
This we may call kinetic force.

On the other hand, power, according to Luttwak, is not subject to Newtonian
physical laws. This is because power is not so much the ability to employ force as it is
a perception process on the part of the target group. Power exists when the target
group perceives the power-wielder has the ability to punish or reward and then acts
upon those perceptions. In this manner, then, power is a subjective perception,49 and
may be described as potentrial force. Luttwak describes it this way,

Perceived power does not diminish with distance, for it is not a physical
phenomenon. For the same reason, perceived power is not consumed by use.
One client king or ten can perceive the same undivided power in the empire and
can be influenced by it. Nor is the quantum of this power diminished when the
obedience of a further dozen kings is secured ... by contrast, force applied to one
sector to impose tranquility on one restless tribe is unavailable for use against
another, any increase in the number of targets diminishes the amount of force
that can be used against each.>

So power is not merely the amount of physical force available to the power-
wielder, but rather the perception by the target group that the power-wielder can grant
rewards or issue punishments. Ultimately, however, power rests upon force. If one of
the target groups no longer perceive the power-wielder to be able or willing to use
force, that target group will probably become less and less influenced by that power-
wielder. If this happens, the power-wielder may attempt to use rewards or economic
sanctions to bring the rebelous group back in line with the power-wielder’s policy
goals -- but this leaves the decision up to the target group. The target group may
simply reject all methods of influence attempted by the power-wielders. At this point,
the power-wielding entity must decide whether to ‘let this one go’ -- with the probable
result that the other weaker target groups controlled by the power-wielder will no
longer perceive it to have sufficient power to warrant continued deference -- or the
power-wielder can resort to punitive means involving force. The element of force, if
applied successfully, will remove any alternatives the target group may have considered
and wiil result in that groups compliance once again with the power-wielder’s will. In
short, force becomes power when it affects the target group’s will and perceptions. We

Ybid., p. 197.
01bid., p. 198.
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see, then, that the ultimate utility of force lies in its fundamental role in the exercise of
power.

What should be quite apparent at this point is that an entity may exert power far
and away more influential than the amount of force that entity may control. This
returns to the notion posited by von Clausewitz earlier that physical capabilities are far
less important than moral forces in affecting the will. Understanding this relationship
between force and power is absolutely essential if one is to grasp how terrorism
functions.

C. PHYSICAL FORCE, MORAL FORCE AND COMBAT POWER

In the last section it was argued that physical force became power when the
target group perceived they had no alternative but to comply with the power-wielder’s
will. Implicit in this argument is that the target group ree~‘ns or maintains its freedom
of action if it is able to negate the power-wielder’s force. This, of course, means the
target group must have its own means to resist; that is, its own physical force sufficient
to neutralize the influence of the power-wielder’s physical force. And, when both sides
employ physical force for the purpose of securing or retaining political objectives, a
state of war exists.

Since wars are violent physical struggles, it stands to reason that the side
enjoying greater physical force will always emerge victorious. If we measure physical
force in terms of the size of the armed forces and the quality of its equipment, then
determining which side will win an armed conflict can be reduced to a simple
mathematical formula. Yet history is replete with examples of physically weaker
military powers defeating stronger ones. What can account for this apparent
contradiction?

As was suggested by Luttwak in the last section, force and power are not
equivalent. It is the perception of the recipient of that force which converts it from
physical force to power. It is the same in combat. Physical force becomes combat
power when the recipient’s actions are influenced by that force. This can occur in two
ways. First, it can occur cn the physical plane where the physical force physicaliy
disables the enemy making it impossible for him to continue to fight -- whether he
wants to or not. Second, it can occur on the psychological plane where physical force
demoralizes the enemy making him wnwilling to fight, even though he still has the
means to do so. As will be shown, victory generally goes to the side that is able to
demoralize the enemy first -- regardless of the overall numerical ratio of physical forces.
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If the enemy’s will to fight has been destroved, no amount of physical force can change
the equation. Physical force is inert unless it is animated by the will to use it.

For the purpose of this study, the "will to fight" will be calied moral force. Moral
force represents the ability to resist demoralization and to initiate and sustain combat
in the face of great personal danger. The elements of moral force are nebulous and
much more difficult to quantify than the elements of physical force. In his book,
Fighting Power, Martin van Creveld identifies the elements of moral force, which he
calls “fighting power,” as being “... discipline and cohesion, morale and initiative,
courage and toughness, the willingness to fight and the readiness, if necessary, to
die.”! The greater these elements the less vulnerable an armed force will be to
demoralization. Moral force, then, is critical in determining the combat power of any
belligerent.

Wars are seldom lost by the total exhaustion of the elements of physical force on
one side, but from the collapse and loss of mora! force. The very fact that virtually all
battles result in the capture of healthy combatants along with perfectly functional

equipment serves as a testament to the proposition that physical force is a factor in

:-_§ war only as long as it remains animated by moral force. Indeed, most military
E 0 commanders strategists and students of warfare credit moral force with being of far
e ]

greater importance to victory than physical force. Military studies are replete with
arguments supporting this contention.

The great 18th century military commander Maurice de Saxe believed, “The
human heart is the starting point in all matters pertaining to war.”>? This was echoed
almost a century later by Napoleon Bonaparte’s famous maxim “In war the moral is to
the physical as three is to one.”>3 And von Clausewitz put it this way, “one might say
that the physical secem little more than the wooden hilt, while moral factors are the
precious metal, the real we:apon...".54 Reflecting the earlier contention that war is,
above all, a clash of wills, the French military thinker Ardant du Picq suggested that,
“In battle, two moral forces, even more than two material fcrees, are in conflict. The

SMartin van Creveld, Fighting Power: German and U.S. Army Performance,
1939-1945 (Westport Connecticut: Greenwood Press, 1982) p. 3.

S2Maurice de Saxe, Mes Reveries (1732) As quoted in Robert D. Heinl, Jr.,
Dictionary of Military and Naval Quotations (Annapolis, Marvland: The United States
Naval Institute, 1985) p. 196.

336ir Basil Liddell Hart, Strategy (New Yo.&: Pracger Publishers, Inc., 1963) p.
24. Quoting Napnlcon Bonaparte.

34Carl von Clausewitz, op. cir., p. 185.
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victor has often lost ..more [physical forces] than the vanquished...Moral effect
inspires fear. Fear must be transformed into terror in order to conquer...”.>> Even Sir
Basil Liddell Hart, who admonishes his reader to remember that, “... the strongest will
is of little use ... inside a dead body,”>® concedes that of the two, moral factors enjoy
predominance in all military decisions.’” And these are but a handful of the discussions
by military thinkers and strategists on the superiority of moral over physical force.

The reason moral force enjoys such predominance over physical force can easily
be seen by examining how physical force actually functions on the battlefield. As
mentioned earlier physical force is manifested in combat by disabling the enemy, that
is, by destroying or damaging his means to fight and by killing, wounding or capturing
the enemy’s combatants. But again, this is physical force being applied in strictly a
physical sense. Physical force confronts physical force until one or the other is totally
expended. In combat, however, the total annihilation of one of the contending forces
is a relatively rare phenomenon, since the combatants on the losing side usually
perceive what is happening long before the finali blow and attempt to disengage. In
this situation, physical force begins to exert extreme psychological pressure upon the
side that perceives it is losing and it becomes demoralized. Demoralization, of course,
has an immediate impact on the physical force available to the demoralized army since
the combatants lose courage and willingness to fight. In short, there is nothing with
which to animate the physical force necessary to defeat the enemy.

This is borne out by von Clausewitz who contends in his work that the morale of
the enemy is a lucrative target. He notes that "A great destructive act inevitably exerts
on all other actions, and it is exactly at such times that the moral factor is, so to speak,
the most fluid element of all, and therefore spreads most easily to aflect everything
else.”>® He touches on this again when he says, “The loss of moral equilibrium ... can
attain such massive proportions that it overpowers everything by its irresistible

force.”>?

$SArdant du Picq, Etudes sur le Combat (Paris, 1914) pp. 121-123. As quoted in
J.F.C. Fuller, The Conduct of War, 1759-196] (New York: Funk & Wagnalls
Publishing Co., Inc., 1961; Minerva Press, 1968) pp. 121-122.

36 iddell Hart, op. cit., p. 24.

lbid.

38von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 47.

bid., p. 232.
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It is not necessary, therefore, to totally disable the enemy to defeat him.
Thousands of armed combatants can be influenced to cease fighting by physically
compelling (killing, wounding or capturing) a faw hundred at the right place and time.
Consequently, physical force has far greater utility in negating the snemy’s physical

force on the moral rather than the physical plane. This is borne out by Liddell Hart in
the following quotation:

A strategist should think in terms of paralyzing, not of killing. Even on the
lower plane of warfare, a man killed is merely one less, whereas a man unnerved
is a highly infectious carrier of fear, capable of spreading an epidemic of panic.
On a higher plane of warfare, the impression made on the mind of the opposing
Commander can nullify the whole fighting power that his troops possess. And
still on a higher plane, psychological pressure on the government of a country

may suffice to cancel all the resources at its command -- so that the sword falls
from a paralyzed hand.®

What is important to understand here is the dynamic relationship between
physical and moral force. It is this relationship that rationalizes the fact that military
powers having smaller armed forces equipped with qualitatively inferior weapons can,
and do, defeat those having objectively superior forces. It also explains why it is so
difficult to determine the combat power of an armed force without having tested it in
combat. Indeed, it is the very nebulous nature of combat power that is one of the

major causes of war in the first place. As John Stoessinger notes in his book Why
Nations Go To War,

A leader’s misperception of his adversary’s power is perhaps the quintessential
cause of war. It is vital to remember, however, that it is not the actual
distribution of power that precipitates a war; it is the way in which a leader
thinks that power is distributed. A war will start when nations disagree over
their perceived strength...And the war will end when the fighting nation’s
perceive each other’s strength more realistically.5!

War, then, is a test of the physical and moral strength of the political entities
waging it. Since even in a modern nation-state mobilized to fight a total war only a
small percentage of the population actually bears arms, the question becomes one of
how to maximize combat power with a minimum of piysical force. As will be shown,

there are two means of doing so: 1) adapt current technolcgy to improve the lethality

601bid., p. 228.

6ljohn G. Stoessinger, Why Nations Go To War 4th ed., (New York: St
Martin’s Press, Inc., 1983) p. 210.
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and effectiveness of the weapons systems and military formations emploved, and 2)
maximize moral force through the creation of cohesive military organizations. Because
moral force is a prerequisite for physical force, it is necessary tc address moral force
first.

D. MILITARY ORGANIZATION AND MORAL FORCE

In the search to maximize physical force, man learned the importance of moral
force. And, in the search for the best means to generate and sustain moral force in
combat, man arrived at the military organization. On the physical plane, military
organization permits the concentration of physical force into combat formations that
are responsive to the will of a single commander. On the moral plane, military
organizations socialize the individual combatant in a manner that subordinates his will
to the group and sustains his morsl¢ and courage in combat. How military
organizations maximize moral force is the subject of this section.

From the moment the first military formation appeared on some forgotten,
ancient battlefield what ultimately determined victory was the ability to maintain unit
conesion longer than the cnemy. The instant a combat unit began to break up, its
combat power rapidly dwindled to nothing and victory was virtuaily assured for the
side remaining intact. As technology improved the means of war, military
organizations became increasingly large until, by the late 18th or early 19th century,
the military organization encompassed the entire nation-state. Consequently, victory
was determined not only by the cohesion of the armed forces, but of the nation-state as
well. As will be shown in a later chapter, destroving a nation’s cohesion is one of the
major objectives of military, revolutionary and state sponsored terrorism. For the
moment, however, it is important to understand the dynamic process of developing and
sustaining moral force and cohesion in military units. This will provide a foundation
for understanding the principles behind the use of force in a terroristic manner.

In their book Crisis in Command, Richard Gabriel and Paul Savage define unit
cohesion as "... the expection that a military unit will attempt to perform its assigned
orders and mission irrespective of the [combat] situation and its inevitable attendant
risks.”52 But what makes men stay and {ight despite those "attendant risks?” As the
Spartan general Brasidas rcportedly observed, “When every man is his own master in
battle, he will readilv find a decent excuse for saving himsclf.“®® And Hilaire Belloc,

62Richard Gabricl and Paul L Savage, Crisis in Command: Mismanagement in the
Army (New York: Hill & Wang, 1978; reprint ed. 1979) pp. 31-32.



when writing of the battle of Poitiers, suggested, “Every member wishes to separate
himself form the band when it is in danger. Indeed, the wish to decamp is always
strongest ...where the group is in greatest danger."64 Thrcughout history armies have
weathered these same circumstances, with some consistently doing better than others.
Why do some armies maintain their cohesion longer than others?

The ancients discovered that discipline and training were elementary factors in
creation and sustaining the will to fight. This, in turn, led to cohesion in battle.
Consequently, endless drill and iron discipline became the lot of the ancient soldier. By
the first century B.C. the Roman military system was the best in the world not because

”

of some technical advantage, but simply due to “...insistence on constant training and
enforcement of severe discipline.”5® Training gave the soldier and his commander
confidence in his ability to his job, while discipline insured every soldier did his job
correctly in the face of extreme personal danger.

What no military organization could tolerate was a man who put his personal
safety above the job he was required to do. If that man broke and ran, he could easily
affect the cohesion of the whole unit. Consequently, the usual method for dealing with
those who turned to flee was to inflict the ultimate measure of discipline on them --
that is, kill them before they could affect the others.%® There were, of course, lesser
punishments for lesser breaches of soldierly conduct, but clearly “organizational
compulsion” and coercion became a major instruments in insuring unit cohesion in
combat.

Organizational compulsion has carried forward through the centuries and is
operative even in today’s military organizations. In his book, The Face of Battle, John
Keegan describes the use of organizational compulsion and coercion in the battle of
Agincourt (1415), Waterloo (1815) and the Somme (1916). For instance, he describes
how “friendly” cavalry were used to coerce friendly infantry at Waterloo. This was
accomplished by placing the cavalry behind unwilling infantry to keep the latter from

&3Robert D. Heinl, Jr., Dictionary of Military and Naval Quotations (Annapolis,
Maryland: The United States Naval Institute Press, 1985) p. 90. Quoting Brasidas of
Sparta to the Lacadaemonian Army, 423 B.C.

Y4Hilaire Belloc, Poitiers (London: 1913) p. 112. As quoted in Harry H. Turney-
High, Primitive War: [Its Practice and Concepts. (Columbia, S. Carolina: The
University or S. Carolina Press, 1949; sccond edition 1971) p. 29.

t"SDupuy and Dupuy, op. cir., (New York: Harper & Row, 1970) p. 72.
8Gwynne Dyer, War (New York: Crown Publishers, Inc., 1985) p. 18.
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breaking and running.67 Keegan also mentions British NCOs shooting deserters during
World War 1 in order to stabalize a unit in the thick of battle and dissuade any other
men from deserting®®

What is abundantly clear is that without consistent and effective organizational
compulsion, military discipline wanes. As George Patton observed, "There is only one
sort of discipline -- perfect discipline. If you do not enforce and maintain discipline.
you are potential murderers.”®® Certainly without militar~ discipline, unit cohesion is
impossible. A classic example of this is the U.S. Army in the Vietnam War. During
that war organizational compulsion was drastically curtailed. Two examples of this are
sufficient to support this contention: 1) the limited prosecution of actual and
suspected assaults upon superiors by subordinates and 2) the failure to adequately deal
with “combat refusals.”

During the last three years of American involvement in Vietnam, there were 363
cases of assault with explosives against superiérs, and another 118 cases that were
deemed probable assaults.’® Of these 481 cases, less than ten percent resulted in the
offender being apprehended and brought to trial.’! Equally important was the
treatment of mutiny during the war. Despite the progressive increase of “combat
refusals” from 68 in 1968 to approximately 245 in 1970,’% there was virtually no
administrative change ir how to deal with the problem. Certainly there were no
executions of the type described by Keegan. The ultimate result, of course, is that by
the time the American Army left Vietnam its military cohesion was in a state of
advanced disintegration.”’ The lack of consistent and effective organizational
compulsion was clearly a contributing factor.

Aside from organizational compulsion, there are three other major factors in the
generation of moral force and unit cohesion. Thesc are: group (peer) pressure, the
survival instinct and leadership. 1t was the French military thinker Ardant du Picq who

8" John Keegan, The lace of Battle: A Study of Agincourt, Waterloo and the
Somme. (New York: The Viking Press, 1976; Penguin Books, 1985) pp. 330-331.

581bid., p. 282.

69Gcorge S. Patton, Jr.,, “Instructions to Third Army Corps and Division
Commanders,” (1944). As quoted in Heinl, op. cit., p. 94.

““Gabriel and Savage, op. cit., p. 43.
“Hbid., pp. 43-44,

"“Ibid., p. 45.

1bid., p. 50.
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first began to examine the concept of group pressure as a factor in group cohesion.
During the mid-19th century he proposed that, “Success in war depends upon
individual valor ... and this in turn depends upon mutual moral pressure and mutual
supervision of men "who know each other well’.”’* This line of reasoning was again
taken up during World War II by the military historian, General S.L.A. Marshall.
Examining du Picq’s hypothesis as it functioned on the modern ba:tleficid, Marshall
found that group pressure was one of the primary cohesive elements in American
military units. In his book Men Against Fire he writes:

Whenever one surveys the forces of the battlefield, it is to see that fear is general
among men, but to observe further that men are commonly loathe that their fear
will be expressed in specific acts which their comrades will recognize as cowardice
... When a soldier is known to men around him, he ... has reason to fear losing
the one thing_he is likely to value more highly ‘han life -- his reputation as a man
among men.’>

The key factor in both du Picq’s and Marshall's observations is that group
pressure -- the desire not to let one’s comrades down and/or show cowardice -- is only
operative if the actor is well known and also an accepted member of the group.
Consequently, both Marshall and du Picq conclude that armies must organize in a
manner to allow such a relationship to build between the men. This idea has been
further reinforced by Morris Janowitz who examined cohesion and disintegration in the
German Wehrmacht during World War II. In this study Janowitz noted,

It appears that a soldier’s ability to resist is a function of the capacity of his
immediate primary group [his squad or section] to avoid social disintegration.
When that individual's immediate group, and its supporting formations, met his
basic organic needs, offered him affection and esteem ... supplied him with a
sense of power and adequately regulated his relations with authority, the element
of self concern in battle ... was minimized. 7%

Janowitz concludes his study by observing that the remarkable cohesion of the
German Army was due in large part to its careful nurturing of the primary group.77

¥Stefan T. Possony and Etienne Mantoux, “Du Picq and Foch: The Military
School,” Makers of Modern Strategy, op. cit., p. 210.

"Keegan, op. cit.,, pp. 71-72. Quoting S.L.A. Marshall from his book, Men
Against Fire.

“SMorris Janowitz, Military Conflict: Essays in the Institutionai Analysis of War
and Peace (London: Sage Publications, Ltd., 1975) p. 178. (Emphasis added.)

T'Ibid., p. 183.
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Perhaps the major factor in insuring these groups were formed was the unique German
replacement system. Unlike the American system whereby combat units remained on
the front lines for protracted periods and were kept up tc strengti: by a steady stream
of individual renlucements, the German system rotated whole divisions out of the front
lines which allowed the reconstitution of the primary grcup before the unit returned to
combat.’S The efficacy of : German system can be readily seen by the relative
combat effectiveness of the Wehrmacht and the U.S. Army during World War II. In
fiftv combat engagements between 1942 and 1945 the average combat eflectiveness of
similarly equipped combat units of roughly equal size was 1:1.55.7% That is to say, on
the average, German combat units were 20 percent more effective than American units
of similar size and like equipment. Certainly, the American replacement system, which
hindered the formation of primary groups, contributed to this disparity.

The third major element in creating and maintaining group cohesion is far more
primordial than the first two. It is, paradoxically enough, the survival instinct.
Whereas organizational compulsion and peer group pressure are particularly effective
in getting men to the battlefield and function in certain ways to keep men fighting,
once on the battlefield a man’s survival instinct becomes an additional factor. If a man
is placed in a situation where he simply cannot physically disengage the enemy due to
the mere fact thai safety is too far away, the survival instinct can make a man a
ferocious fighter -- particularly if it is a fight or die situation. Since he perceives that .
he cannot run away with any hope of success, the soldier determines his only hope of
survival is to stay with his unit and subdue the enemy. It is what du Picq referred to
as “.. escape by attack.”3® Unit cohesion is thereby enhanced by the soldier’s '
perception that his unit offers him security.

The fourth, and final instrument of group cohesion is military leadership. As
Gabriel and Savage succinctly put it, “One factor virtually guaranteeing poor military
performance is bad leadership and its destructive eflort upon group cohesion.”8! A
good leader, of course, has the opposite result. His primary function in combas,
besides carrying out the orders of his superiors, is to maintain the cohesion of his unit.

He does this by sustaining his men’s courage and morale through a combination of

coercion, and leadership by example. To be effective, the leader requires two elements:

8Gabriel and Savage, op. cit., p. 38.
“Van Creveld, op. cir., pp- 5-9.

89possony and Mantoux, op. cit., pp. 211-212.
$1Gabriel and Savage, op. cir., p. 51.
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the respect, and the loyalty of his men. This is secured in many ways, but three of the
most important are: 1) that the men are aware the leader is concerned about their
welfare, 2) that the leader shows he is willing to share the same risks and sacrifices as
his men and 3) that the men perceive the leader to be a competent combat commander
who is uniikely to risk his men’s lives needlessly.“’2 When units are led by such men,
they can endure incredible hardships and face hopeless odds without losing their
coliesion. Despite the fact that their entire nation was crumbling around them, soldiers
of the German Wehrmacht fought tenaciously to the very last. As Janowitz noted, the
German soidier was

”

. likely to go on fighting, providing he had the necessary
weapons, as long as the group possessed leadership with which he could identify
himself, and as long as he gave affection to and received affection from [his primary
group).”83

Organizational compulsion, group pressure, the survival instinct and leadership
are, then, the primary components of moral force and unit cohesion at the combat unit
level. But these organizational dynamics also play important roles in higher echelons,
even into the governmental structure itself. Obviously the belligerent best able to
mobilize its war-fighting resources in the most efficient and effective manner will enjoy
a greater advantage over an enemy that does not or cannot. As with combat power on
the battlefield, moral force is the primary factor in mobilizing a city-state, kingdom or
nation-state for war. Just as the combat unit must be a cohesive body, so must the
political entity that sends it intc combat. It is interesting to note that the French
Revolutionary Convention relied on all four of the component factors of unit cohesion
when, on August 23, 1794 it called for a levee en masse. The leadership component, of
course, was provided by the convention. The other three can be clearly seen in the
order i:self.

From now until such time as its enemies have been driven out of the territory to
the Republic [survival instinct] all Frenchmen are permanently requisitioned for
the service of the armies {organizational compulsion]. The young shail go and
fight, the married men shall forge weapons and transport food, the women shall
make tents and clothes and serve in the hospitals, the old men shall [go] ... into
public places to rouse the courage of warriors and preach hatred of kings and the
unity of the nation [group pressare]

$1bid., p. 35.
$3Janowitz, op. cit., p. 181

84Will and Ariel Durant, The Story of Civilization, vol. 11. The Age of Napoleon
(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1975) p. 63.
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Even the most powerful nation on earth cannot ignore the neced for
organizational cohesion, particularly between the government, the armed forces, and
the people of which they are made. Harry Summers in his book On Strategy points out
how the failure to mobilize the will of the people eventually resulted in the U.S. defeat
in Vietnam despite the latter’s extreme military weakness.3> When America’s moral
force gave way, national cohesion railed and the military might of the United States
rapidly dwindled until it was no longer a match for a tiny, third world nation.

To summarize this section, then, we have seen the central role played by moral
force in the generation and maintenance of combat power. Moreover, moral force is
enhanced by the organizational dynamics of organizational compulsion, group
pressure, survivai instinct and leadership; all of which contribute to maximizing unit
cohesion. C~“esion is a critical factor at all echelons in war for without it, the
organization melts away into disjointed individual parts, each seeking its own interests
over the good of the whole. Finally, and most importantly, this section has sought to
establish that the most effective use of physical force is not in the negation of the
enemy’s physical force directly, but by the destruction of his moral force. If the will to
use it is no longer there, then physical force is meaningless. It is upon this concept
that terrorism functions. It makes possible the generation of immense political power
with miniscule military force.

E. WEAPON SYSTEMS: THE INSTRUMENTS OF FORCE

Weapon systems are the means of war. It is they that facilitate the conversion of
moral force -- the will to fight -- into physical force. In the last section it was argued
that military organizations permitted the generation of the greatest possible physical
force by concentrating it into cohesive military formations that were responsive to the
will of a singlc commander. Certainly it is true that the side able to mointain its
cohesion the longest will emerge victorious. But while cohesion is maintain~d by moral
force, it is destroyed by the use or the threat of the use of physical forrz. It stands to
reasca, therefore, that the more lethal the physical force the greater its influence upon
cohesion. Once both sides had developed cohesive military units ancient commanders

realized that what could give them an edge on the enemy was to make his individual

o soldiers more dceadly than their counterparts. The most obvious way to do this, of ¢
A course, was by the simple expedient of equipping him with better weaponry.

7‘4\ 1 8SH.'.\rry G. Summers, Jr., On Strategy: A Critical Analysis of the Vietnam War

:u;:,;. (Novato, California: Presidio Press, 1982; 4th reprinting, 1984) pp. 12-13.
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The Dictionary of Weapons and Military Terms detines a weapon as, “An
instrument of combat, either offensive or defensive, used to destrov, injure, defeat or
threaten an enemy.”3® These may be categorized according to two widely recognized
functional groupings: shock and fire. This section will address the different purposes
and capabilities of each of these types of weapons, which, in turn, will aid in
understanding why terrorists employ physical force in the manner they do.

Fire-weapons “... are devices for getting at a distant enemy while at the same
time actually or wishfully remaining safe from his striking power."87 Fire-weapons
generally rely upen the use of projectiles or missiles and can be anything form a rock
to an ICBM. As technology improved, explosive devices were added making mine-
warfare a new element in the fire-weapon inventory. Although they are quite useful in

warfare, all fire-weapons have a definite weakness. As the socioloyist Turney-High
observed,

Fire weapons may be able to drive an enemy from a position ... they may also be
used defensively to minimize the strength of an enemy assault before the moment
of contact. Prohibitive fire may also prevent an enemy from occupyving a
locality, but it is costly and of limited effectiveness. In spite of all these virtues,
fire troops can [occupy] but can hold a position in the open only with difficulty.
Fire fighters may hold with effectiveness only behind ... cover. Fire, and fire
[alone] is hopeless if the enemy ever makes contact.’®

Although Turney-High 1s primarily speaking of war in the age before gunpowder,
his observatious still apply today. Fire troops in modern armies consist primary of
artillery and airforces, neither of which can hoid their positions alone when confronted
with shock forces. Conscquently, fire troops are considered combat support forces, to
denote their specialized and somewhat limited function in combat.

According to Turney-High, “It is shock or the threat of shock which works one’s
will on the enemy. The victor in a fire fight is a long way from his objective; the victor
in a shock fight is right there.”®® It is shock weapons -- clubs, swords, bayonet,
mounted knight, tank, and sc¢ on -- that enables the combatant to take and hold

8John Quick, Dictionary of Weapons and Military Terms (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Co., Inc., 1973) p. 498.

37Harry H. Turney-High, Primitive War: Its Practice and Concepts. (Columbia,

South Carolina: The University of South Carolina Press, 1949; second edition, 1971) p.
10.

8bid., p. 12.
1bid., pp. 12-13.
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territory. As will be shown in the chapter on the Principles of War, occupying the
enenmy’s territory is one of the primary means of disarming him since it denies that
territory’s resources to him and permits you to exploit them for vour own war effort.

Seizing territory also provides you with a bargaining chip at the peace table and
if the enemy prizes that territory highly enough you will have qreat leverage compelling
him to make political concessions. As will be seen, terrorist shock operations
invariably seek to seize a piece of enemy “territory” in order to force the target entity
to make political concessions -- even if that piece of “territory” is only a single airlincr
or cven a single hostage for whom the targeted entity is responsible. Consequentiy, of
the two, purc shock weapons have greater utility than pure fire. This goes far in
explaining why combatants expose themselves to fire to seize an objective. Fire by
itself can render a piece of real-estate (bridge, fortification, city, etc.) useless for a time,
but shock forces may seize them for their own use. Nuclear fire weapons, of course,
enjoy unprecedented destructive capacity, but still, they can only deny -- not seize --
territory.

Another advantage shock weapons have over fire is that shock weapons are able
to capture prisoners. Fire weapons are able to compel the enemy by wounding or
killing, but the enemy has the option of leaving the target area or digging-in to mitigate
the cffectiveness of fire weapons. Shock weapons remove these options. Either the
enemy defeats the shock attack or he leaves his position. If he does not, or cannot
leave, the enemy is made a prisoner. As World War II clearly established capturing
prisoners was the most effective and efficient means of destroying the enemy’s combat
power on the physical plane. By concentrating armored shock forces to break through
and surround the enemy’s armed forces, it is often possible to cause them to surrender
without fighting due to their inability to be resupplied or reinforced. For instance. in
the spring of 1940 the Germans captured over a million French, British, Dutch and
Beigian prisoners in three short weeks, while losing only 60,000 casualties in return.%0
Nor was this an isolated case. It was repeated by the Germans in the summer of 1941
when they invaded Russia, and again by the Soviets at Stalingrad in 1942, and by the
Anglo-Allied forces in France in 1944, By the end of World War 11, nearly every major
power was using armorcd shock forces to neutralize large elements of the enemy’s
{orces by surrounding and capturing them.

9OBrian Bond, “Battle of France,” Decisive Battles of the 20th Century: Land, Sea
and Air, edited by Noble Frankland and Christopher Dowling (New York: David
McCay Co,, Inc., 1976) p. 110.
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Not only do shock forces enjoy a greater capacity for neutralizing the enemy’s
physical forces, thev also have a larger impact on enemy morale than fire weapons.
Although artillery and aerial bombardment can undermine enemy morale, as was
mentioned above, their effects can be mitigated by either leaving the target area or
finding suitable cover. Additionally, studies of the inhabitants of cities suffering aerial
bombardment during World War II reveal that sustained or regular bombardments did
not break the enemy’s morale, but merelv numbed and inured them to further
violence.”! As Alexander McKee noted in his book Dresden 1943, civilian populations
incurred incredible destruction without having their morale “crack”.”?> Moreover, John
Keegan describes the seven day long artillery bombardment prior to the infantry attack
in the battle of the Somme as a failure, despite firing over 1.5 million artillery shells
into a 50 square mile area.”> When the British attacked, not only were the vast
majority of the Germans still alive, few if any were demoralized.?*

Shock weapons, on the other hand, have a much greater effect on morale. This
is no doubt due, in part, to the ability of a shock attack to press the istue to the
ultimate decision. At the moment a shock attack begins, both the aitacker and
defender know that only one or the other will emerge victorious. And, as argued in the
last section, it is the side that manages to keep from becoming demoralized the longest
that will emerge the victor.

These, then, are the two basic weapon-types and how they function in war. Of
the two, shock are superior because they can seize territory can capture prisoners and
have a larger impact on the enemy’s morale. Fire forces, on the other hand, permit a
belligerent to hit the enemy from a distance while remaining under cover and thereby
reduces the risk to the side that employs it. Except for nuclear weapons, fire weapons,
tend to be the primary weapon of weaker forces fighting defensively, while shock
remains the primary weapon for attack. Used defensively, {ire weapons generally only

91p E. Vernon, "Psychological effect of air raids,” Journal of Abnormal and Social
Psychology, 1941, p. 36, and pp. 457-476. As quoted in Grant Wardlaw, Political
Terrorism: Theory, Tactics and Countermeasures. (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1984) pp. 35-36.

92Alexander McKee, Dresden 1945: The Devil's Tinderbox (London: Souvenir
Press, Ltd., 1982) pp. 58-59.

93K eegan, op. cit., p. 235.
93Ibid.. pp. 236-237.
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add to the cost of an enemy’s desired objective. Fire weapons, by themselves, seldom

compel the enemy to surrender his political goals, particularly if they are defensive.

F. SUMMATION

Force is the primary element of war. Only by force is it possible to compel an
enemy to modcifv or surrender his political goals. It is in the act of compelling that
force is converted to power. But force may exist in one of two states -- Kinetic or
potential. Kinetic force physically compels by removing zall alternatives and options
the target body may be considering compelling it to act in accordance with the force-
wielder’s will. Potential force, on the other hand, operates on the psychological plane
inducing the target to act in accordance with the force-wielder’s will on the
understanding that if he does not, then potential force will be converted to kinetic
force. Force, therefore, can be of rwo types -- moral and physical. It is the dynamic
interaction of these two that determines a belligerent’s combat power, and, of the two,
moral force is by far the most important. _

Moral force represents the ability to animate physical force, converting it from
potential to kinetic energy, and equally important, the ability to resist demoralization
in the face of the enemy’s physical force. In short, without moral force, physical force
is impossible. But of the two types of force, moral force is by far the most vulnerable
and the most costiy if it fails. Thousands or, as in the example o{ the German
blizkrieg into France in May 1940, even millions of combatants can be rendered
useless by destroving their will to resist. This brings to mind once again Liddell Hart’s
comment that, “the strategist should think in terms of paralyzing not of killing.” In
other words, the enemy’s moral force should be specifically targeted. By the same token
friendly moral force should be nurtured and protected at all costs.

The best means of creating and sustaining moral force in combat is through
building cohesive mulitary organizations. These organizations inculcate moral force in
the individual combatant by four methods: organizational compulsion, survival instinct,
group pressure and leadership. Organizational compulsion involves the judicious use of
discipline and coercion to make the soldier do what he normally would not do were he
left to his own instincts. Survival instinct builds in the soldier the feeling that safety
lies in his unit. Group Pressure is in many ways the most important method. It
socializes the soldier into a small body of trusted comrades the soldier needs and relies
upon and who need and rely upon him. These bonds of mutual support appear to go

further than any other factor in assuring a unit’s cohesion holds in the face of great
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personal danger. Leadership, of course, is required to make certain the other three
elements exist and in precisely the correct mixture to maximize moral force -- both to
resist being influenced by the enemy’s physical force and to generate the maximum
friendly physical force as well.

The instruments of physical force are shock and fire weapons. Fire weapons
permit the user to attack the enemy form cover and from a distance thereby reducing
the risk to the user. But fire weapons are unable to seize territory held by the enemy
and by themselves cannot hold friendly territory being attacked by enemy shock forces.
Shock forces are the decisive weapon. When shock forces are empleyed, a decision is
reached. Either the attack fails or the enemy is killed, captured or forced to retreat.
But shock forces must expose themselves to enemy fire and are therefore more costly
to employ than fire troops. As will be shown later, shock is an instrument that must
be very carefully applied by extremely weak terrorist forces, but as in conventional

warfare, is also the weapomn that pays the highest dividends if properly employed.
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1V. THE PRINCIPLES OF WAR: FACTORS GOVERNING THE USE OF
FORCE IN WAR

A. INTRODUCTION

Although von Clausewitz is most widely known for his proposition that war is
linked and subordinate to politics, from the technological/realist perspective his most
important contribution to understanding warfare are his principles of war. These
principles govern the use and manipulation of force by the political entity in the quest
for power and are the fundamental rules on how to employ military force in order to
maximize the chances of success in war.

These principles will be divided into two basic types: 1) Those that govern the
use of force in terms of achieving a political victory and 2) those that govern the
maximization of friendly force against enemy force on the field of battle. The first we
shall call the principles of war and the second, the principles of combar. What is

important to understand from the outset is that both types of principles apply and are
operational regardless whether the war is total or limited, long or short, conventional
or unconventional, or even nuclear.

R I

-

This chapter will introduce five major principles of war found in von Clausewitz’s

2

book On War. These five are not necessarily exhaustive, since von Clausewitz posited
many others. But these five do establish how force should be applied to achieve the
political end for which the war is being waged. Once these have been introduced and
discussed in detail, we will then examine what this essay has labelled the seven
principles of combat. Each will be defined and discussed from the perspective of von
Clausewitz, as well as many other military writers such as Sun Tzu, Liddell Hart and so
on. These seven principles essentially govern how military force is to be applied in
order to counter and overcome the enemy’s military force on the battlefield.

B. FIVE MAJOR PRINCIPLES OF WAR

According to von Clausewitz there is only one means of war, and that is through
the Principie of Engagement or armed combat. Von Clausewitz considered this to be
the preeminent principle of war which drives all else. This is reflected in his statement
that,
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However many forms combat takes, however far it may be removed from the
brute discharge of hatred and enmity of a physical encounter, however many
forces may intrude which themselves are not part or the fighting, it is inherent in
the verygsconcept of war that everything that occurs must originally derive from
combat.

By coupling von Clausewitz’s preeminent principle of war with his definition of
war presented in Chapter Two we quickly see that war is a physical struggle between
political entities which is resolved by only one means -- armed combat. That is to say
that war exists only when there is a clash of arms between opposing political entities
each wishing to compel the other. Consequently, if armed force is applied on only one
side -- such as the NAZI genocide campaign against the Jews during World War II --
then it is not a form of war. This distinction will become extremely helpful in
distinguishing between the types of terrorism that are or are not a form of war.

To von Clausewitz, however, war was not merely random clashes upon random
battlefields, but rather combat for a desired end.%® In order to achieve the desired
results from combat it is necessary to not merely win a victory, but a victory from
which further victories are assured or at least probable. This brings us to four
additional principles of war: the objective, the center of gravity, the defense, and the
offense. These are what inform us of when, where, and how to engage an opponent
not only to win a battle, but to achieve the purpose for which the war is being fought.
These five principles combine to provide the driving factors behind all warfare.

While the engagement is the preeminent principle of the means of war, the
military or operational objective is the most important principle of the purpose of war.
It is the objective that subordiuates war to policy. It insures policy is correctly
translated into force -- that the engagement will result in the realization of policy goals.
According to von Clausewitz,

NO one starts a war -- or rather no one in his right senses ought to do so --
without first being clear in his mind what he intends to achieve by that war and
how he intends to conduct it, the former is its political purpose; the latter its
operational objective. This is the governing principle which will set its course,
prescribe the scale of means and effort which is required, and make its influence
felt ... down to the smallest operational detail.%’

93Von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 95.
91 vid.
bid., p. 579.
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Liddell Hart concurs with von Clausewitz, stating, “In discussing the subject of
‘the objective’ in war it is essential to be clear about ... the distinction between the
political and military objective. The two are different, but not separate. For nations

do not wage war for war’s sake, but in pursuance of policy. The military objective is

~98

only the means to a political end. He goes on to admonish us, however, that

“History shows that gaining a military victory is not in itself equivalent to gaining the
object of policy.””® According to U.S. Army Field Manual 100-5,

There is no simple formula for winning wars. Defeating enemy forces in battle
will not always insure victory. Other national instruments of power and
persuasion will influence or even determine the results of wars. Wars cannot be
won, however, without a national will and military forces equal to the task.
Although successful military ogerations do not guarantee victory, they are an
indispensable part of winning.!?

Thus, the problem becomes one of determining which military objective will result in
achieving the political purpose for which the war is being fought.

Von Clausewitz was aware of this problem and to meet it conceived his second
great principle of war: the center of gravity. Basically, the center of gravity is "That
point in the enemy’s organism -- military, political, social, etc. -- at which, should he be
defeated, or should he lose it, the whole structure of national power will collapse.”!01 It
should be stressed that the center of gravity will vary from enemy to enemy depending
upon military, political, and/or social circumstances. Von Clausewitz offers these

examples:

For Alexander, Gustavus Adolphus, Charles XII, and Fredric(k) the Great the
center of gravity was their army. If the army had been destroyed, they would
have all gone down in history as failures. In countries subject to domestic strife,
the center of gravity is generally the capital. In small countries that rely on
larger ones, it is usually the army of their protector. Among alliances, it lies in
the community of interest, and in popular uprisings it is the personalities of the
leaders and public opinion. It is against these our energies should be directed.!02

98Liddell Hart, op. cit., p. 351.
Pbid.

100Field Manual 100-5, Field Service Regulations -- Operations (Washington,
D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1982) p. 1-1.

10lyon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 597.
102143,
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To arrive at the military objective, a political entity at war with another must
reduce the substance of the enemy’s power to the fewest possible sources -- preferably

to only one. This will expose the enemy’s center of gravity which should then become

the primary military objective.l%® Failure to do so will invariably result in military

defeat and inability to achieve the political purpose of the goal of the war. According
to Harry Summers, this is precisely why the United States lost the war in Vietnam.

[..] we had adopted a strategy that focused on none of the possible North
Vietnamese centers of gravity -- their army, their capital, the army of their
protector, the community of interest with their allies, or public opinion. The
center of gravity could not be the North Vietnamese Army because we had made
a conscious decision not to invade North Vietnam to seek and destroy its armed
forces. For the same reason it could not be Hanoi, the North Vietnamese
capital. QOur desire to limit the conflict and our fear of direct Soviet and Chinese
involvement prevented us from destroying ‘the army of their protector’ ... the
same fears prevented us from striking at the community of interest among North
Vietnam, the Soviet Union and China. Certainly, ‘the personalities of the
leaders’ and ‘public opinion” were never targets the United States could exploit.
Instead, by seeing the Viet Cong as a separate entity rather than an instrument
of North Vietnam, we chose a center of gravity which in fact did not exist [as] ...
was demonstrated during TET-68, when, even though they were virtually
destroyed, the war continued unabated,!04

Other than selecting and concentrating on the wrong center of gravity, von
Clausewitz identifies three more barriers to achieving victory. First, he admits there
may be instances where it is impossible to reduce several centers of gravity to one.
When this is so, there ...

is admittedly no alternative but to act as if there were two wars or even more,
each with its own object. This assumes the existence of several independent
opponents, and consequently great superiority on their part. When this is the
case, to defeat the enemy is [probably] out of the question.!%3

But as von Clausewitz points out, such cases are usually quite rare. The second
barrier is the strength of your forces. These must be strong enough to score a decisive
victory over the enemy’s forces and to be able to make the effort necessary to pursue
victory to the point where “tae balance is beyond redress.”'%6 The final barrier is the

1031bid.

1% Harry G. Summers, Jr., op. cit., p. 129.
105von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 597.
1081big.
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political environment. To assure victory you must make certain your political position
is so secure that success will not bring further enemies against you who could force you
to abandon vour efforts against your original opponent.w"

Selecting and concentrating on the correct center of gravity is obviously simply a
function of good military intelligence, planning and political resolve. The remaining
three barriers are more problematic. They are particularly important to this study in
that it almost perfectly describes the situation in which the modern political terrorist is
likely to find himself. Although this point will be elaborated upon later, it is important
to note that relative to the terrorist, the enemy usually enjoys massive superiority in
political and military power. While these appear to have many centers of gravity, as
will be seen, these can be reduced to one, namely: the target entity’s forces of coercion.
The military forces available to the terrorist are extremely wcak and completely
incapable of overcoming its enemy’s armed forces except in the most limited tactical
sense. In addition, terrorists are virtually always in a weak political position vis-g-vis
their enemy. How, then, is it possible for the weaker side to emerge victorious? Von
Clausewitz provides us with two answers: the factor of time and the principle of
defense.

Of all the resources used on the field of battle, time is the only one which is not
renewable or reconquerable. To Napoleon, time was the most critical factor in war.
He states, “In the art of war, as in mechanics, time is the grand element between

weight and force.108

“The loss of time is irreparable in war ... operations only fail
through delays.”!%% Thus, “strategy is the art of making use of time and space ... space
we can recover, lost time never.”!!0 While this establishes the importance of time in
war, it does not explain why time benefits the weaker over the stronger belligerent.

As von Clausewitz points out, at first glance it would appear that time is
mutually beneficial to both belligerents. Upon closer scrutiny, it becomes obvious that
the stronger belligerent has little to gain from prolonging the war. By not achieving a

quick victory the stronger political entity ~ffords the weaker belligerent an opportunity

1071pid.

108\apoleon Bonaparte, “Correspondance Inedite de Napoleon Ier, Conserve
Aux Archives de la Guerre,” XVIII, No. 14707, edited by Ernest Picard and Louis
Tuety (1912). As quoted in J.F.C. Fuller, op. cit., p. 50.

109\ apoleon Bonaparte, “Correspondance,” X11I, No. 9997. As quoted in J.F.C.
Fuller, op. cit., p. 50.

HCNapoleon Bonaparte, (In a leiter to General Stein, written on January 7, 1814
-- as quoted in J.F.C. Fuller, op. cit., p. 50.)
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to wear down his stronger foe -- both physically and morally.!!! Given enough time,
the weaker power may be able to strengthen its own combat power, erode that of its
enemy and/or create a more favorabie political environment. Gaining time is, therefore,
critical to the weaker belligerent, and buying time is one of the primary purposes of the
principle of defense. Indeed, for von Clausewitz, the purpose of defense is simple
preservation.

It is easier to hold ground than to take it. It follows that defense is easier than
attack, assuming both sides have equal means. [But] just what is it that makes
preservation and protection so much easier? It is the fact that time which is
allowed to pass unused accumulates to the credit of the defender. He reaps
where he did not sow. Any omission of attack -- whether from bad judgement,
fear, or indolence -- accrues to the defender’s benefit.!12

Having established that defense is easier than offense, von Clausewitz concludes
that the defense is the stronger form of war.!!3 Sun Tzu also came to the same
conclusion. He declared, "Invincibility lies in the defense; the possibility of victory in
the attack. One defends when his strength is inadequate; he attacks when it is
abundant.”14

In effect, though weaker than your opponent, you may, by electing to fight
defensively, offset his superiority. Even victorious attackers experience great wastage
of their armed forces as they are spread over the conquered territory for garrison and
police purposes. Perhaps one of the best descriptions of this phenomenon is given by
General Horace Porter in his discussion of the Union Army of the Patomac’s last
offensive against the Confederate Army of Northern Virginia during the American Civil
War. He notes that despite the fact the Union army consisted of nearly twice the
number of troops of their Confederate counterpart commanded by Robert E. Lee --
116,000 to 70,000 -- the advantages were with the latter because he was on the
defensive. He writes,

Those familiar with military operations ... will concede that, notwithstanding
Lee’s inferiority in numbers, the advantages were, nevertheless, in his favor....
Having interior lines, he was able to move by shorter marches, and to act
constantly on the defensive ... forc|ing] the invading army continually to assault

Hlvon Clausewitz, op. cit., pp. 597-598.
W21pig., p. 357.

131bid., p. 358.

H4gun Tzu, op. cit., p. 85.
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fortified positions.... Lee and his officers were familiar with every foot of ground,
and every inhabitant was eager to give them information. His army was in a
friendly country, from which provisions could be drawn from all directions, and
few troops had to be detached to guard lines of supply. The Union army, on the
contrary, was unfamiliar with the country, was without accurate maps, could
seldom secure trustworthy guides, and had to detach large bodies of troops to
guard its long lines of communication, protect its supply trains, and conduct
wounded to points of safety.!13

As can be easily seen from the above the attacker is continuously spread thinner
aiid grows relatively weaker, while the defender grows increasingly strong relative to
the attacker. During this phase, the defender should not remain passive, but do
everything possible to increase the attacker’s expenditure of effort in all aspects of his
war-making resources. As von Clausewitz put it, the defense is not merely ... a simple
shield, but a shield made up of well directed blows.”*!¢ U.S. Army Field Manual 100-5
echoes von Clausewitz when it states:

Some military theorist think defense is the stronger form of war because denying
success is easier than achieving it. Indeed, the defender does have significant
advantages over the attacker. In most cases he not only knows the ground better,
but having occupied it first, he has strengthened his position and massed his
forces. He is under the cover of his own artillery and air defense. Once the
battle begins, the defender fights from cover against an exposed enemy ... [and]
the effects of obstacles, airpower, and conventional weapons on exposed troops
.. favor the defender.!17

The U.S. Army acknowledges six prirnary objectives for the defense: 1) cause the
enemy attack to fail, 2) gain time, 3) concentrate forces elsewhere, 4) control essential
terrain, 5) wear down the enemy forces as a prelude to offensive operations and 6)

retain control of tactical, strategic, or political objectives.!18

Ulumately, the purpose of the defense is negative. That is, it is oriented
primarily towards negating the offense and preserving the defense.!!? This is not done
by mere passive defense, but by counter-attacking when and where possible in order to

USHorace Porter, Campaigning With Grant (New York: 1897; Da Capo Press,
Inc., 1986) pp. 39-40.

116von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 357.
17Field Manual 100-5, op. cit., p. 10-3.
131pid.

19 on Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 358.
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slowly wear down the offensive forces by forcing them to increase their expenditure of

effort. As von Clausewitz notes, since ...

the defense is the stronger form of war, yet has a negative object, it follows that
it should be used only so long as weakness compels, and be abandoned as soon
as we are strong enough to pursuc a positive object. When one has used
defensive measures successfully, a more favorable balance is usually created; thus,
the natural course in war is to begin defensively and end by attacking.!2°

In other words, only by eventually taking the offensive can one hope to achieve
victory. This is true even if your political goals are totally defensive and your only
purpose for waging war is self-presex'vation.121

It is the principle of the offense, then, that enables you to achieve victory.
Whereas defense has a negative purpose -- preservation -- the offense has a positive
one -- conquest. And, it is the offense which enables the belligerent to increase his
capacity to wage war.l22 It does this by destroying the enemy’s fighting forces,
securing decisive terrain, depriving the enemy of resources (and alternately, gaining
those resources f..; the attacker), gaining information and deceiving or diverting the
enemy’s strength.123 The noted military historian Hew Strachan appears to contradict
von Clausewitz by calling the offense the stronger form of war “... as it affirms morale
and only it can lead to victory. The defense is weaker because it ... yields the initiative
to the enemy, and is therefore acceptable only as a prelude to a counter-attack.”124

Upeon closer scrutiny it is apparent that Strachan means it is the more decisive form of

12011i4.

121 A perfect example of the need for the offensive in a “purely defensive” war is
the 1948 Arab-Israeli conflict. Within hours of becoming a sovereign nation-state,
Israel was invaded by the armies of Egypt, Jordan and Syria. As Israeli General Y.
Yadin described it, these forces ... were halted, and those of Egypt and Syria were
hurled back beyond the original frontiers of Palestine. The formidable British-trained
Arab legion of Jordan fought the Jews on more or less even terms [but] ... by the end
of the year, Israel had [re]established her frontiers by force of arms over virtually all of
the terrain which had been allotted her [by the U.N.] before the war...". Only by
counter-attacking -- going over to the offensive -- could Israel have maintained its
territory and sovereignty. Y. Yadin, “A Strategic Analysis of Last Year's Battles”, The
Israel Force's Journal, September, 1949; in Appendix II to Liddell Hart, op. cir., pp.
396-401.

122yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 338.
123Field Manual 100-5, op. cit., p. 8-5.

124Hew Strachan, European Armies and the Conduct of War 2nd ed. (London:
George Allen and Unwin, Inc., 1983) pp. 1-2.

31




war, since the offense is the only means to achieve victory. But what, exactly, is 1t that
makes this form of war so decisive?

This is a particularly difficult question in view of the fact that we have already
claimed that the defense is the stronger form of war due to the various advantages that
accrue to it. Actually, Strachan gave us a hint when he stated that the “defense ...
yields the initiative to the enemy.” U.S. field Manual 100-5 emphasizes that the
initiative is the only significant advantage the attacker possesses. “If the attacker loses
the initiative, even temporarily, he will jeopardize the success of the entire
operation.”}2> It is imperative, therefore, that we have full understanding of this
phenomenon before delving more deeply into the principle of the offense.

Von Clausewitz is strangely silent on the concept of the initiative. This is not to

say he was unaware of it, but that he used the term very sparingly!2%

preferring instead
to discuss its component parts: speed, surprise and concentration of effort. 127
Consequently, we will rely on the U.S. Army’s definition which states, “Initiative
implies an offensive spirit in the conduct of all operations. The underlying purpose of
[which] ... is to seize or retain independence of action.”V2 In other words, make the
enemy react to your plans; keep him off balance, confused and disorganized and
thereby vulnerable to attacks at unexpected places and times or from unexpected
directions. This makes it possible to overcome the advantage enjoyed by the defender.
As Sun Tzu observed, "A confused army leads to another’s victm‘y."129

It is the ability to seize the initiative and insure independence of action that leads
directly to victory and therefore makes the offense the decisive form of war. This,
however, leads us to two basic questions: why would one of the belligerents adopt the
defensive form of war in the first place, and secondly, once having launched an
offensive, why abandon it and allow the defender the opportunity to counter-attack?
The answer to both questions, as suggested earlier, is a matter of relative physical
strength at a given point in time. The defender does not voluntarily select the defense
as a means of fighting, but is compelled to do so due to his relative nhysical weakness.
Nor does the attacker voluntarily give up the offensive, but is compelled to do so at
certain places and times by the loss of local superiority. If this occurs often enough,

123Field Manual 100-5, op. cit., p. 8-5.
126yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 358.

127Ficld Manual 100-5, op. cit., pp. 8-4 - 8-5.
1281hid., p. 2-2.

129gun Tzu, op. cit., p. 82.
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the attack may be considered ‘spent’ or as von Clausewitz put it, has reached the
culminating point of victory and a certain equilibrium settles over the war for a period
until one side builds sufficient strength to launch or renew the attack.!30 Both of these
factors are important in understanding why terrorists use certain methods of fighting.
We will digress a moment to gain a better understanding of each.

This study has pointed out on several occasions that the defender gains certain
advantages over the attacker and that it is the defender’s weakness that compels him to
seek this posture. A quick example will be sufficient to establish why this is so. J.F.C.
Fuller, in analyzing Ferdinand Foch's book The Principles of War, attacks Marshal
Foch’s contention that improved firepower is to the attacker’s advantage. Fuller
points out the basic fallacy in Marshal Foch’s assumption that a rifle in the hands of
an attacking soldier is equivalent to a similar rifle in the hands of a defending soldier if-
the latter is using cover. He states, “To mention one fact out of several, because [the]
defender lying prone will [physically] offer one-eighth [the] target of [the] advancing
assailant, the assailant’s hits must be reduced by seven-eighths."m Therefore, based on
cover alone, the defender enjoys seven times the superiority over the attacke:, and if
the outcome were to rely only upon firepower alone -- which, of course, it does not --
the attacker would sustain seven casualties for every casualty sustained by the defender
assuming both sides are equally proficient in marksmanship. Even given the mitigating
factors of surprise and speed it is apparent the attacker must be substantially stronger
than the defender if the offensive is to be successful. Thus, the weaker belligerent is
compelled to seek the ‘force-multiplying’ qualities of the defense or be quickly
overwhelmed.

To the physically stronger, then, goes the privilege of taking the offense. But as
we noted earlier, even the defender may -- indeed must -- launch counter-attacks or
lose the war. This implies the defender is able to gain superiority over the attackers so

130von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 528.

1315 F.C. Fuller, op. cit., p. 123. It was Marshal Foch's contention that improved
technology could only aid the attacker. In his example he points out the 2,000
attackers armed with a musket capable of firing one shot per minute would only have a
1,000 bullet advantage over 1,000 defenders using a similar musket. But if these same
2,600 attackers werc armed with a rifle capable of ten shots per minute they could,
according to Foch, firc 20,000 shots while the 1,000 defenders, armed with a similar
rifle, would get off 10,000 shots in the same amount of time. Thus, he concludes, the
attacker would enjoy a 10,000 shot advantage over the defender by using a more
modern rifle. Hence, concludes Foch, technology enhances the attack over the defense.
(Fuller calls this mathematical abracadabra.)
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that their roles, at least temporarily, are reversed. This is what von Clausewitz refers
t> as the ‘culminating point of the attack’.}32 This situation is possible due to the fact
that the attacker generally faces a greater expenditure of effort than does the defender.
Von Clausewitz observes that, while ...

it is possible in the course of the attack for superiority to increase ... usually it
will be reduced. The attacker is purchasing advantages that may become valuable
at the peace table, but he must pay for them on the spot with his fighting forces.
If the superior strength of the attack -- which diminishes day by day -- icads to
peace, the object will have been attained ... most of them [however] only lead up
to the point where their remaining strength is just enough to maintain a defense
and wait for peace. Beyond that point, the scale turns and the reaction follows
with a force that is usually much stronger than the original attacks.”!3?

A perfect example of this scenario is the war in the Pacific during World War 11
when the Japanese attacked as long as they were able and then reverted to the
defensive while the ever increasing power of the United States and its allies came to
bear. We can conclude, therefore, that it is incumbent upon the attacker to use his
rapidly waning superiority in strength to achieve a decisive victory over the defender
before the culmination point is reached.!34

As we discussed earlier, what both sides are attempting to do is to gain and/or
maintain superiority in their war-making assets by maximizing the other’s expenditure
of effort. The side enjoying the greater militarv strength will elect to employ the v
principle of the offense, since it is the most decisive means of eroding your opponent’s
remaining military strength and the only means of achieving victory in war. We may
conclude, then, that the most important factor in war is to gain and maintain superior
military strength, or as von Clausewitz wrote, “The best strategy is always to be very
strong; first in general, and then at the decisive point.”135 If we analyze this last
statement closely, it becomes evident that it is possible to be strong in general and

132yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 528.

Apy v s
Y bid.

1341bid., pp. 566-567. Here von Clausewitz outlines why the defender and
attacker lose and/or gain strength relative to each other. War is basically a negative-
sum game where both sides usually lose strength in every operation. While the defender
loses forces, installations, resources, cohesion and morale when facing a continuously .
successful offensive, the attacker’s strength is eroded by garrisoning occupied territory, i
lengthening supply lines which cause delays in replenishing losses and so on. The secret :
to victory, of course, is to cause your enemy to lose at a faster rate than you do.

351bid., p. 204.
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weak at the decisive point or even vice versa. Put in more military terminology, it is
possible to be strong strategically and be weak tactically and vice versa. This would
explain how the defender, who is by definition the weaker belligerent, can launch a
counter-attack. The defender may be weak strategically but may be able to gain
tactical (i.e. local) superiority at the decisive point. We will discuss how to achieve
local superiority in more detail when we examine the principles of combar. For the
moment, it will be helpful to gain a better understanding of the difference between
strategic and tactical warfare.

Von Clausewitz differentiated the concepts of strategic and tactical in terms of
their ability to achieve the war’s political objective. “In other words,” writes von
Clausewitz, “the offensive is strategic when it leads directly to the political objective --
the purpose for which the war is being waged. When it does not lead directly to the
objective it is subsidiary and its value tactical rather than strategic.”136 Quincy Wright
offers this definition,

The management of military operations in direct contact with the enemy in order
to win battle is called ‘tactics’. The management of operations so as to effect
such contact under the maximum advantage ... is called ’strategy'.”’7

There are probably scores of other definitions as well, and they often contradict
one another. In general, however strategy involves the employment of forces to secure
military and political objectives that will have a direct bearing on the enemy’s collapse,
while tactics involve forces in direct contact with enemy and whose purpose is to secure
objectives from which further military operations are not only possible but are
enhanced.

As we look at these concepts more closely, it beconmes apparent that one can
wage differently on a tactical and a strategic level -- i.e. tactical offense and strategic
defense. Very weak belligerents such as guerrillas and terrorist are too weak to secure
strategic objectives and win the war out right. Therefore, they must operate on the
strategic defensive -- that is, with the strategic objective of negating their own total
destruction by the enemy. But, they are also capable of launching tactical offensives,
seeking tactical military victories with the aim of increasing the enemy’s expenditure of
effort, wearing him down physically and morally, and hoping to eventually achieve
sufficient strength to launch a strategic offensive.

136yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 143. (As quoted in Summers, pp. 108-109.)
137Quincy Wright, op. cit., pp. 291-292.
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Von der Goltz, a noted nineteenth century military strategist and student of von
Clausewitz summed up the four combinations of strategy, tactics, the offensc and the
defense, including the maximum results that could be expected from each in a simple
matrix. This is shown below in Table 1.

TABLE 1
VON DER GOLTZ MATRIX
Strategic Defense Strategic Defence
Tactjical Defense Tactical Offense
Complete absence of Victory on the battle
decisgion. (The best field without general
the defender can results for the cam-
hope for is his galgn or war. (At
continued existence.) est a portion of
the enemy forces
tre defeated.)
Strategic Offense Strategic Offense
Tactical Defense Tactical Offense
General situation Destruction of the enemy,
favorable for congquest of his territory.
victory with limited A total military victory
results since the rom which the political
fighting power of goal(s) for which the war
the enemy is is belng waged can be
unimpaired, (Engm¥ achieved. )
forces still exist.)

[}§o_urge: Baron von der Goltz, The Conduct of War: A brief Study of its Most Important
rinciples and Forms, translated by Joseph T. Dickman, (Kansas City, Missouri: The
Franklin Hudson Publishing Co., [896) p. 32. As qucted in Summers, op. cit., p. 110.]

From this table it becomes apparent that if the enemy is allowed to continuously
fight offensively at both the strategic and tactical levels, the defender is doomed to
defeat. Therefore, the defender must conduct tactical offensives as often as possible or
be forced to surrender their political goals and cease fighting. The question becomes
one of how to establish local superiority in order to launch a tactical offensive. This is
where the remaining principles of war come into play.

C. THE SEVEN PRINCIPLES OF COMBAT

Thus far we have identified five major principles of war. Thcy are: tne
engagement, the objective, the center of gravity, the defense and the offense. The
remaining seven principles of war govern the actual employment of comvat forces for
the purpose of securing, maintaining, or exploiting superiority in combat power at the
strategic or tactical level. These seven principles are: mass, economy of force,

maneuver, unity of command, security, surprise and simplicity.
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As already intimated, there is a subtle difference between these seven and the first
five principles of war. These seven are primarily concerned with how to maximize
combat power for the purpose of winning an engagement. This is sometimes referred
to as force-multiplication and essentially concerns the enhancement of combat efficiency
and effectiveness in achieving specific military objectives.

Some purists may argue that the military objective is also a force-multiplier in
that it prevents the wastage of combat power on non-essential missions. While this is
true, we will shortly see that this concept is subsumed within the principles of mass,
economy of force, and unity of command, which between them insure that combat
power is focused on the right place and insures the effort is coordinated with minimum
combat power wasted on peripheral areas. Given this, we can conclude that the
objective is the desired while the seven principles just introduced are the means. For
the purpose of this study, these seven principles will be called henceforth the principles
of combat and the original five will be called the principles of war.

The short definitions shown in Table 2 below are taken from U.S. Army Field

”

Manual 100-1 -- The Army. This manual admonishes, “... it must be understood ...
these principles are interdependent and interrelated. No single principle can be blindly
adhered to, or observed, to the exclusion of the others; none can assure victory in
battle without reinforcement from one or more of the others.”138

These principles are able to work because it is impossible for the enemy to be
equally strong everywhere you may wish to attack. Consequently, even if your enemy
has overall superiority, you may, by correctly employing these principles, concentrate
superior combat power at a given point, surprise and overwhelm the enemy forces
located there. Such an action may be a simple ambush of an enemy supply column or
it may be a major offensive on an unexpected avenue of advance. Sun Tzu succinctly
describes these principles as follows:

If I am able to determine the enemy’s dispositions while at the same time I
conceal my own, I can concentrate while he divides {to search for me], I can use
my entire strength to attack a fraction of his. There I will be superior. Then, if I
am able to use many to strike few at a selected point, those I deal with will be in
dire straits.!3

138-principles of War and the Operational Dimensior,” Field Manual 100-] -- The
Army. (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1981) Chapter Three. As
quoted in Summers, p. 204.

139gun Tzu, op. cit., p. 98.
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TABLE 2
PRINCIPLES OF COMBAT

Mass -- concentrate combat power at the decisive place and time.
Economy of Force -- allocate minimum essential combat power to secondary efforts.

Maneuver -- place the enemy in a position of disadvantage through the flexible
application of combat power.

Unity of Command -- for every objective there should be unity of effort under one
responsible comrmander.

Security -- never permit the enemy to acquire an unexpected advantage.

Surprise -- strike the enemy at a time and/or place and in a manner for which he is
unprepared.

Simplici%; -- prepare clear, uncomplicated plans and clear, concise orders to ensure a
+hr*ough understanding of all participants.

gggu%g:)ﬁeld Manual 100-1, Chapter Three. As quoted in Summers, op. cit., pp.

What Sun Tzu has described is a simple plan, using mass to strike at a selected
point where he knows he will have superior combat power. The plan uses maneuver to
concentrate his forces, and security and surprise to avoid the main enemy forces and
strike where the enemy least expects him. Since Sun Tzu is speaking in the first
person, we may assume he is employing unity of command. The only principle not
specifically touched on here is economy of force, although we may alsc assume Sun Tzu
has dispatched a minimal force to keep the enemy’s main forces busy while Sun Tzu’s
forces lands its blow on his selected target. In this way, then, it is possible for
generally weaker forces to attack stronger ones. Now let us look at each principle in
more detail.

Mass has long been recognized as a major principle of combat. According to
von Clausewitz, “An impartial student of modern war must admit that superior
numbers are becoming more decisive with each passing day. The principle of bringing
maximum possible strength to the decisive engagement must therefore rank higher than
it did in the past.”140 The military thinker, Antoine Jomini, believed the center and the
heart of all military operations “... consists of putting into action the greatest possible
number of forces at the decisive point in the theater of operations ... [by using] the

correct line of operations.”14!

140y on Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 282.
14l Antione H. Jomini, Precis 4 l'art de la Guerre (Paris, 1838) p. 254. As quoted
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During World War II this concept was borne out by the Germans, who mastered
the art of employing the principle of mass in their Blirzkrieg strategy. They called the
decisive point where the main effort was concentrated the schwerpunkt. 42 This point
was either lightly defended, or able to be quickly overwhelmed by combined armor,
artillery and air attacks.'¥> In this way the Germans were able to repeatedly gain
superiority in combat power at a decisive point and time.

Economy of force is generally considered ... reciprocal to the principle of
mass.!#* It refers to the notion of not wasting forces on secondary, tactical objectives.
In order to concentrate forces to meet the principles of mass, it becomes necessary to
weaken forces elsewhere. As Sun Tzu observed, “For if he prepares to the front his
rear will be weak, and if to the rear his front will be fragile ... and when he prepares
evervwhere, he will be weak everywhere.”143 o

Von Clausewitz noted the importance of economically employing your forces to
ensure none were wasted or idle, particularly during an engagement. He states, “When
the time for action comes, the first requirement should be that all parts must act: even
the least appropriate [action] will occupy some of the enemy’s forces and reduce his
overall strength, while completely inactive troops are [unilaterally] neutralized...”.1¢ In
other words, since victory usually goes to the side that is consistently able to bring
superior combat power to bear, wasting forces on mundane, secondary tasks, or ‘trying
everywhere to be strong’ will erode the combat power available to you at the critical
point and time.

Maneuvering your forces so as to place the enemy in a disadvantaged position
while maintaining flexibility allows you to “... sustain the initiative, to exploit success,
to preserve freedom of action and reduce your own vulnerability.”147 Sun Tzu called

1

speed the ‘essence of war’,'4® and admonished the commander of numerically weak

in Craine Brinton, Gordon Craig and Felix Gilbert, “Jomini®, Makers of Modern
Strategy, op. cit., p. 86.

1920 en Deighton, Blitzkrieg: From the Rise of Hitler to the Fall of Dunkirk.
(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1980) p. 157.

1831pid.

144Field Manual 100-5, op. cit., p. B-2.
143Sun Tz, op. cit., p. 57.

146yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 213.
I47Fjeld Manual 100-5, op. cit., p. B-3.
1485un Tzu, op. cit., p. 134.
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forces to be able to avoid stronger forces ... for a small force is but booty for one
more powerful."4? Few would argue the need for offensive forces to have mobility.
Certainly the most heralded use of maneuver of the field of battle this century is, once

s

again, the German Blitzkriegs of World War II where “... vastly improved mobile
ordnance, fast tanks ... and other cross country vehicles combined to produce a
doctrine of mobile warfare at speeds here-to-fore impossible.”!® The d<fense, too, can
use mobility to maintain flexibility and to preserve freedom of action. This is shown in

the concept of the elastic defense which ...

entails the complete abandonment of the perimeter with its fortifications and
associated infrastructure. Instead, defense is to rely exclusively on mobile forces,
which should be at least as mobile as those of the offense. The two fight on
equal footing: the defense can be as concentrated as the offense, since it need
not assign any troops to ... protect territory; on the other hand, the difense
thereby sacrifices all tactical advantages normally inherent in its role (except
knowledge of terrain), since neither side can choose its ground, let alone fortify it
in advance.*3!

As we will see later in this essay, maneuver will be the paramount principle of combat
used in guerrilla and terrorist operations as they fight their wars of evasion and
surprise.

Unity of command is as old as war itself, but as war has become more complex,
this principle of war has often been forgotten. Von Moltke warns us, “"No war council
could direct an army, the Chief of Staff should be the only adviser to the commander
... even a faulty plan, provided it was executed firmly, was preferable to a synthetic
product.”152 Harry Summers sees the lack of unity of command to be one of the
primary causes of the U.S. defeat in Vietnam. Quoting former Under Secretary of the
Air Force Townsend Hoopes, Summers writes, “In his criticism of the Vietnam War,
Hoopes notes that the United States was actually fighting ‘three separate or only
loosely related struggles.” There was the large scale, conventional war ... there was the
confused ‘pacification’ effort ... and there was the curiously remote air war against
North Vietnam.”!53 Summers continues,

1991bid., p. 80.
139Dupuy and Dupuy, op. cit., p. 1017.
S1Edward N. Luttwak, op. cit., pp. 130-131.

152Hajo Holborn, “Moltke and Schlieffen: The Prussian-German School,”
Makers of Modern Strategy, op. cit., p. 180.

153Summers, op. cit., p. 148. Quoting Townsend Hoopes, The Limits of
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In comparison with the Korean War (especially in the early period) where all of
the strategic direction came from General MacArthur's GHQ Far East
Command, there was no equivalent headquarters for the Vietnam War. General
Westmoreland was only the tactical commander -- the equivalent of the Eighth
Army Commander in the Korean War. Part of the strategic direction (especially
air and naval matters) came from Honolulu, part came from Washington and
there was no coordinated unity of effort.13¢

As Ambassador Robert W. Komar concluded, "The bureaucratic fact is that below the
Presidential level everybody was responsible [for the Vietnam War]."}%3

Security is the principle that denies the enemy the advantage of surprise. In the
above quote by Sun Tzu the enemy had to divide his forces to search for Sun Tzu's
army while Sun Tzu, knowing the location of the enemy, was able to select one portion
of the dispersed enemy army and overwhelm it. Security means, then, denying the
enemy information about your own forces -- which some call deception. Sun Tzu
contends that "All warfare is based on deception. Therefore, when capable, feign
incapacity; when active, inactivity. When near, make it appear you are far away; when
far away, that you are near. Offer the enemy a bait to lure him; feign disorder and
strike him."!56

The principle of surprise is possibly the ultimate force-multiplier. Von Clausewitz
credits surprise with being “.. the means to gain superiority."157 It allows the
commander to mass forces at an unexpected point and can result in victories far
exceeding that which could be expected from the same amount of force had the enemy
been alerted. History is replete with examples of this; two of the most famous being
the Trojan Horse and Pearl Harbor. But as von Clausewitz stresses, the true
advantage to surprise is its psychological impact on the enemy. “Whenever it is
achieved on a grand scale,” he writes, “it confuses the enemy and lowers his morale;
many examples, great and small, show how this in turn multiplies the results*!8

Intervention. (New York: David McCay Co., 1969) p. 3.
154Summers, p. 148. op. cit., p. 148.

I35R.W. Komer, Bureaucracy does its thing: institutional constraints on US-GVN
performance in Vietnam. (Santa Monica, California: Rand Corporation, August 1972)
pp. ix, 75-84. (As quoted in Summers, op. cit., p. 147.)

1565un Tzu, op. cit., p. 67.
I57Von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 198.
158 bid.
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The principle of simplicity essentially ties all the other principles together,
including the five principles of war: the engagement, the objective, the center of gravity,
the defense, and the offense. It is as Harry Summers calls it, a “litmus test”,!%9 the
purpose of which is to insure that all echelons have a clear understanding of what they
are to do and how they are to do it. As von Clausewitz noted, in war ... “Everything
looks simple; the knowledge required does not look remarkable, the strategic options
are so obvious that by comparison the simplest problem of higher mathematics has an
impressive scientific dignity.”1%® He continues, however, by concluding that although
the military is a very simple and relatively easily managed machine, “... we should bear
in mind that none of its components is of one piece: each part is composed of
individuals, every one of whom retains his potential for friction and
misunderstanding.”161

These, then, are the séven principles of combat. When properly employed they
make it possible for even very weak forces to be able to attack an enemy that enjoys
an overall overwhelming superiority in combat power at least at the tactical level. As
we will see later in the essay, these principles -- particularly mass, security and surprise
-- allow terrorist to achieve ’victories’ of far greater importance than their extremely
limited numbers would suggest possible.

DP. SUMMATION: THE THREE TEST CRITERION OF WARFARE

The summary of this chapter will also summarize the first part of this study
pertaining to the basic, immutable elements of war that will be used in the coming
chapters to test whether a specific form of terrorism is a form of war. These three
criteria were derived by analyzing war from its most basic level of abstraction and
through the eyes of a wide spectrum of classical military thinkers. In this way, no
single individual opinion colored the outcome and helped to ensure these characteristics
are, infact, a valid test of whether any given activity constitutes a form of war.

The first, and probably most widely accepted criterion is summed up in von
Clausewitz’s famous dictum, “War is the continuation of policy by other means.” In
other words, war involves the employment of lethal force for a political end. As will be
seen in Chapter Seven, however, there can be sone question as to what constitutes a
political end. Consequently, two further criterion will be employed to test whether an

139gummers, op. cit., p. 163.
180yon Clausewitz, op. cit., p- 119.
161 bid.
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activity is a form of war; both of which entail an examination not to what end, but
rather by what means this force is employed.

The second criteria used in this test is to determine whether or not the activity
invoives the employment of force on the moral plane. This is operationalized by
ascertaining if the cohesion of some entity is being targeted. Cohesion is used as a
determining factor since it, more than any other element in war, signiﬁés the moral and
psychological bonds that bind human beings to higher sociological organisms.
Although traditional examinations of this phenomenon tend to focus only upon the
combat unit, given the nature of modern war as well as the unique features of
terrorism, this study will expand the level of analysis to include any political entity --
subnational, national, empire, alliance system, etc. -- which employs force for a
common political end recognized and embraced by all of the constituent parts.

The third and final immutable factor of war which this study will use in this test
is the employment of force against force on the physical plane. This element is
essentially von Clausewitz’s principle of engagement and is operationalized by
determining whether the force employed is subject to the principles of combat that
govern the manipulation of physical force against physical force in war. If it can be
established that the presence or absence of these principles has no bearing on whether
or not a given type of terrorism can achieve its specific political end, then clearly this
activity does not involve the employment of physical force against physical force and
therefore is not a form of war.

Each of these three criterion are insufficient in and of themselves to determine
whether a given activity is a form of war. A specific form of terrorism can be
considered a form of war only if it can meet and satisfy all three criterion together.
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V. VARIABLE ELEMENTS AND FACTORS IN WAR

A. INTRODUCTION

To this point we have discussed only those elements and factors in warfare that
remain constant regardless of time or space. In this chapter we will examine some of
the nonconstant elements of war which play a major role in determining how lethal
force is most effectively employed. First, we will examine the six characteristics which
influence the type of war a belligerent may wage. This is important to the present study
since, for instance, the factors governing a conventional, total war of annihilation are
quite different from those that govern a limited war of attrition and evasion -- the type
of war in which terrorism plays a major role. Consequently, understanding the
different types of war and the variable characteristics upon which they rest will become
quite helpful in isolating those types of conditions in which terrorism has the greatest
utility. Following this, we will take a brief look at the process by which modern
warfare has evolved. As will be seen through this analysis, each era or phase in this
evolutionary process has resulted from the introduction of a new warfighting skill
which i, critical to the maximization of combat force in war. What is important here is
that the conditions germane to the use of the type of warfighting skills in which
terrorism may play a major role does not occur until the latest phase of the evolution
of modern warfare. This latest phase, which is governed by what this study has labeled
social warfare, will be the subject of the third section of this chapter. Here we will
analyze the goals and means of social warfare as well as isolate terrorism’s role within
this form of war. Ali three sections will provide not only a better understanding of
warfare per se, but also the role of terroristic force within warfare as well. Equally
important, this chapter will also provide a better foundation for understanding why
terrorismu exists and how it functions.

B. TYPES OF WAR

Wars can be classified in two ways: 1) by the objectives sought in the war, and 2)
by the methods used. Ia the former, the objectives can be either total or limited, which
in turn determines the amount of force necessary to achieve victory. The second
method involves determining how that force is employed. Political entities enjoving
relatively large amounts of armed force may employ that force in positional warfare to
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seize and hold territory. Weaker political entities, however, must employ their forces in
wars of evasion. In such wars the belligerent’s armed forces do not attempt to seize
and hold terrain, but rather employ security and maneuver to evade the cnemy’'s
) stronger armed forces, hitting them only when and where local superiority can be
assured. War can also be waged by annihilating the enemy’s armed forces in battle or
eroding his political, economic, social as well as military resources in a war of attrition.
It should be pointed out here that these six possible types of war are not mutually
exclusive. For instance, while a war may only be roral or limited at any given point in
time, it is entirely possible that in a large war a belligerent may be fighting a positional
war of annihilation in one theater of operations and a positional or even an evasive war
of aurrition in another theater. This section will address these six characteristics of
warfare which will provide a better understanding of precisely what terrcrism is trying
to accomplish and why it operates the way it does.
In its most abstract form the purpose of war is to render your opponent
powerless to resist your will by destroying his war-fighting capabilities, or as von
Clausewitz put it, to ‘disarm him’. Disarming the enemy consists of three main

objectives “... which between them cover everything: the armed forces, the country and
the enemy'’s will.162 He continues,

The fighting forces must be destroyed: that is they must be put in such a
condition that thev can no longer carry on the fight. The country must be
occupied; otherwise the enemy could raise fresh forces. Yet both of these may be
done and the war ... cannot be considered {won] so long as the enemy’s will has
not been broken.!63

These, then, are the military or operational objectives of total war. The political
objective of such a war is to eliminate one of the belligerents as a political entity.
There are, however, wars for lesser purposes, and these are known as limited wars.
Limited wars are far and away the most common type of war found in history. General
David Palmer has observed that,

Most wars, it can be argued, have been limited. One can dig way back in history
to say [that] the final Punic War -- when Rome defeated Carthage, slaughtered
the population, razed the city, plowed under the ruins and sowed the furrows
with salt -- was not in any way limited ... but it is hard to find other examples; in
some manner or other a limiting factor was always prese:nt.164

la

162von Clausewitz, op. cit., p. 90.
1631bid.
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This, however, is taking the concept of total war a bit far and restricts it to an
overly narrow definition. Most military scholars would probably agree that what von
Clausewitz meant by total war is one in which the political entity governing a nation is
destroved and replaced by one more amenable to the victor, such as the American
Revolutionary War or the coalition wars against Napoleon. Yet even with this less
narrow definition, General Palmer’s contention remains correct; there have indeed been
far more limited than total wars throughout history. As von Clausewitz himself said,
"The object of war in the abstract ... the disarming of the enemy, is rarely attained in
practice and is not a condition necessary to peace."165 But in a limited war, what is the
“"condition necessary to peace?” Von Clausewitz answers this question by stating that,

Not every war need be fought until one side collapses. When the motives and
tensions of war are slight ... the very faintest =~cspect of defeat might be enough
to cause one side to vield. If from the very start [one] side feels this is probable,
it will obviously concentrate on bringing [this] about ... rather than take the long
way around and totally defeat the enemy. War is not an act of senseless passion
but is controlled by a political objective, the value of this objective must
determine the sacrifices made for it in magnitude and duration. Once the
expenditure of effort exceeds the value of the political object, the object must be
renounced and peace must follow.1%6

In a limited war, then, each belligerent seeks not to render the other totally
powerless, but rather to continuously raise the cost of continuing the war until the side
less willing to sustain such cost(s) concedes victory to the other. While total war
achieves its purpose by rendering the enemy powerless, a limited war accomplishes its
objective by making the cost of victory greater than the opponent is willing to bear. It
is interesting to note that von Clausewitz saw the basic means for achieving victory to
be essentially the same whether one is waging a total or limited form of war. He
believed the best way to assure victory in war is to maximize your enemy’s expenditure
of effort while minimizing your own.!®? Consequently, in a total war you erode your
enemy’s power base so that he becomes unable to fight, and in a limited war you
maximize his cost(s) until he becomes unwilling to continue to fight. According to von

184pavid R. Palmer, Summons of the Trumper: US-Vietnam in Perspective (San
Rafael, CA: Presidio Press, 1978) p. xix. As quoted in Harry G. Summers, op. cit., p.
68.

1651 iddell Hart, op. cit., p. 3" /Quoting von Clausewitz).
166y on Clausewitz, op. cit., pp. +.-92.
1671 bid., p. 100.
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Clausewitz there are three primary methods of influencing the enemy’s expenditure of
effort:

The first of these is the seizure of enemy territory not with the object of retaining
it but in order to exact financial contributions or lay it waste. The second
method is to give priority to operations that will increase the enemy’s suffering....
The third, and by far the most important method ... is to wear down the enemy
... [by] using the duration of the war to bring about a gradual exhaustion of his
physical and moral resistance.!%8

The key to this line of logic is, of course, to create a situation wherein the enemy
perceives the cost of continuing the war to be greater than any gains he might expect
should he continue the fight. As Liddell Hart noted, “Perseverance in war is only
justifiable if there is 2 good chance of a good end -- the prospect of a peace that will
balance the sum of human misery incurred in the stmggle."169 This factor is
operational whether you are on the offensive or the defensive. If you are attacking it is
in your best interest that the enemy surrender long before his physical forces are
exhausted. And if you are on the defensive, your primary objective is to make the
continuance of the war too expensive for the enemy to pursue it further, and therefore
surrender or modify his original objective. In either case, the common denominator is
the enemy’s will to fight. Von Clausewitz bears this out when he wrote that, “If ... we
consider the total concept of victory, we find that it consists of three elements: 1) the
enemy'’s greater loss of material strength, 2) his loss of morale [and] 3) his open
admission of the above by giving up his intention.*!70

We may therefore conclude, that wars are won by using physical forces to affect
an enemy’s will to resist. And, as von Clausewitz suggested, this can be done either by
total means through the destruction of the enemy’s armed forces, or by limited means,
in which victory is achieved by increasing the enemy's expenditure of effort.
Consequently, according to von Clausewitz, victory in a limited war is not only
dependent upon the will of the soldiers in the field to continue fighting, but also on the
will of all those necessary to keep those soldiers in the field -- particularly civilian
workers. But as the military historian and student of von Clausewitz Hans Delbruck
has pointed out, not only could victory in a limited war be achieved through affecting
enemy civilian morale, but the same could occur in a total war.!”! Thus, it is possible

1681bid., pp. 92-93.
1691 iddell Hart, op. cit., pp. 370-371.
170 0n Clausewitz, op. cit., pp. 233-234.
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-- as in World War [ -- to achieve total victory without decisively defeating the enemy’s
army in the field. Delbruck labeled the strategy designed to engage and destroy the
enemy's armed forces ‘the strategy of annihilation.”!7? The second strategy Delbruck
called ‘the strategy of exhaustion or attrition. 173

The strategy of annihilation is the prerogative of the stronger belligerent. This
strategy represents the use of physical force on the physical plane to destroy the
enemy’'s armed forces, making him unable to continue to fight. The strategy of
attrition, however. is employed by belligerents that do not enjoy sufficient power to
engage and decisively defeat the enemy’s armed forces in open conflict. In this form of
war “... the battle is no longer the sole aim of strategy; it is merely one of several
equally effective means of attaining political ends of the war and is essentially no more
important than the occupation of territory, the destruction of crops or commerce, and
the blockade.”!’* The importance of this fact is that the means von Clausewitz
described in waging a limited war may be applied to a total war as well.

Delbruck and von Clausewitz, however, were describing coriventional wars of
position in relation to these types of warfare. That is, a form of war wherein both
sides have sufficient strength to take and/or hold territory. But for the very weak, wars
of position are exceedingly dangerous. Very weak political entities, therefore, should
wage wars of evasion rather thar. position. As Barrie Paskins and Michael Dockrill
have noted, "One ... [wages] evasive land warfare ... because one lacks the military .
strength to wage the kind of land war that employs concentrations of military force '
[able to fight] ... decisive battles.”}73

A belligerent waging a war of evasion does its best to avoid being attacked and,
by the same token, only engaging the enemy when and where it has achieved local
superiority. This is perhaps best stated in Mao Tse-Tung's sixteen character slogan,

“When the enemy advances, we retreat. When the enemy halts, we harass. When the
enemy seeks to avoid battle, we attack. When the enemy retreats, we pursue.”176 The

M Gordon A. Craig, "Delbruck: The Military Historian,” Makers of Modern
Strategy, op. cit., p. 273.

21pid.
173Ibid. 5
741bid.
175paskins and Dockrill, op. cit., p. 88. .
1765amuel B. Griffith, ed. "Sun Tzu and Mao Tse Tung,” The Art of War

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1963; Oxford Paperback edition, 1971) p. 51.
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key, of course, is to exhaust the enemy physically and morally, while at the same time
preserving vour own, very weak and vulnerable forces.

Wars, therefore, can be catagorized by several, often overlapping categories.
They can have a total political objective wherein the complete destruction of a targeted
political entity 1s called for, or the war can have a limited political objective in which a
political entity is simply forced to modify or surrender a given political goal.
Additionally, wars can be waged with two basic strategies: annihilation or attrition.
Although both ultimately depend upon destroying the enemy’s will to resist to secure
victory, a war of annihilation seeks to achieve this demoralization primarily through
the destruction of the enemy’s armed forces, whereas a war of attrition involves the
erosion not only of the enemy’s military, but economic, political, and social resources
as well. Finally, wars can be of a positional nature; that is with both sides taking
and/or holding territory; or wars can be of an evasive nature where one side’s weakness

compels it to elude the enemy’s armed forces. These categorizations are presented in
the Table 3.

TABLE 3
CATEGORIES OF WARFARE

Political Objective

*Total ~- Destroy the *Limited -~ Cause the enemy to
enemg as a political abandon or modify political
entity. objectives.

Military Objective

*Annihilation =~ Destroy *Attrition -- If too weak to
the enemy' s armed fight a war of annihilation
forces in decisive then use the length of the
battles. war_ to erode the enemy's

will to fight.
Military Method

*Positional == Use *Evasion -~ If too weak to
maneuver to seize fight a positional war
and hold strategic then use maneuver to avoid
terrain. the enemy’'s strength.

Depending upon the objectives of each belligerent, it is possible for each to be
fighting the same war for totally different purposes and thresholds of victory. For
instance, in the American Revolutionary War, the United States was fighting a hmited,
positional war of attrition in the north and a limited, evasive war of attrition on the
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south. Washington's ultimate objective was to force Great Britain to modifV its
political objectives vis-a-vis the American Colonies. Washingtorn's strategy in the north
was to hold only those strategic positions he was capable, and to wear down the British
on both the physical and moral plane by hitting the British army when and where it
was weakest -- as at Trenton or Monmouth.!”” The British, on the other hand, were
waging a total, positional war of annihilation in which they sought to occupy rebel
territory, destroy the rebel’s armed forces, and disband the American Continental
Congress, restoring the Colonies to British rule. Victory for both sides was therefore
based upon entirely different criteria and achieved by different means. Using these
same criteria it therefore becomes apparent that terrorism -- especially revolutionary
terrorism -- is a total, evasive war of attrition. This will be described in greater detail
in a later chapter. ,

Determining which form of war to select and how to secure victory is therefore
dependent upon the relative strength of your armed forces and the political objective
you seek. The dvnamics of victory, however, are the same no matter which type of war
vou are waging. It a/ways entails employing vour armed forces in a manner and for the
purpose of ultimately destroying the enemy’s will to resist. But the collapse of his will
is not a given. Only by correctly employing the armed force available to you can you
ensure the collapse of the enemy’s will. In the last chapter we saw that employing
armed force in the most effective and efficient manner was dependent upon the
principles of war and combat. As the remainder of the present chapter will show,
armed force is also subject to variable factors in warfare as well.

C. THE EVOLUTION OF MODERN WARFARE

There are three great epochs in the evolution of warfare: 1) the Primitive, 2) the
Classical and 3) the Modern. The Primitive epoch is represented by unorganized
warfare wherein human conflict was employed one-on-one in single combats between
individual warriors or often in highly ceremonial circumstances.!”® The Classical epoch
involved all of the warfighting skills necessary to Modern warfare; ranging from

177For an excellent description of George Washington's strategy of attrition see:
Russell F. Weigley, The American Way of War: A History of the United States Military
Straregy and Policy (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1973; Indian= University
Paperback edition, 1977) pp. 3-17.

178According to Gwynne Dyer, “Even the most warlike of Old Stone Age people

. regarded warfare much more as a ritual activity -- part art form, part healthy

outdoor exercise -- than as a practical instrument for achieving economic and political
aims.” See Dyer, op. cit., p. 10.
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physical skills to technical skills (siege warfare) to social skills (maintenance of the
Roman Empire). The primary difference between Classical and Modern warfare is
simply the level of technology. Consequently, rather than cover the evolution of war
from prehistoric times to the present, which would entail a great deal of repetition, this
section will focus only upon the current or Modern epoch. But before we delve into
the evolution of war per se, it is necessary to have a basic understanding of the process
by which war evolves.
1. The Dialectical Process in the Evolution of War

The evolution of warfare is governed by a dialectical process wherein the
existing conditions (thesis) meet new conditions (antithesis) and the two combine to
form something totally new (synthesis). As in all dialectical processes, the seeds of the
antithesis are usuaily present long before they become significant enough to modify the
existing situation. For example, the tank provided the Entente Powers the technical
means to neutralize the benefits accruing to trench warfare during the First World
War, but these new weapons were employed in accordance with existing tactical and
strategic doctrine. Hence, the effect of tanks upon the outcome of the First World
War was negligible. It was not until twenty years later that the tank was to come into
its own and a new mode of warfare -- the Blitzkrieg -- was created to fully exploit the
potential of this new weapon system.

As will be seen, the catalyst for change in the Modern epoch are power-
enhancing mechanisms that rest upon either new organizational methods or new
technology. But as the example of the tank suggests, change does not occur simply
with the advent of new technology, but when the structural systems supporting and
employing the new technology are modified to fully exploit it. Moreover, it should be
stressed again, that all change in a dialectical process is a synthesis that is to say, the
old elements and characteristics of the previous structure remain but are subsumed by
the new structure that is created. Consequently, factors that were present in the
earliest forms of warfare, such as the need for physical skills, are still functioning in
war today, albeit at a much less important level.

There are two major factors that determine existing structural conditions.
These are: the political organization and 2) the social structure of an existing society. If
the political organization is highly centralized and has extensive authority throughout
the entire political structure and if that new political organization determines the new
techniology to be dangerous to status quo, then it can effectively halt the evolutionary

71




process by banning this new means of war. Likewise, if the social structure is unable
to absorb the new technology and convert it into military hardware with its attendant
supporting elements -- logistics, maintenance, production, training, etc. -- then again,
no change in the means of war will occur. A quick example is sufficient to support this
contention.

Perhaps the classical example is the role of gunpowder in Asia as opposed to
Europe. Gunpowder was invented in China in the early 1200s and was empioved as a
weapon of war as early as 1232.17% Yet, within two centuries Europz clearly had the
lead in this new technology. The answer to the question of how this happened can
only be ascertained from a structural perspective. Although the Chinese clearly had
the ability to create and employ gunpowder technology, they elected not to do so.
This was possible onlv because the dominant social elements did not want this new
technology and the political organization was sufficiently centralized in order to ensure
the technology was not used. The Chinese emperor simply limited the spread of
gunpowder through imperial decree, thereby ensuring both political and social siarus
quo. No such means were available in Europe, however. Although the dominant
sccial group -- the mounted knights -- did not want this new technology,!80 the
political structure was extremely decentralized and proved unable to prevent the
proliferation of gunpowder weaponry. As Andrew Schmookler notes,

The central rulers of China not only had no need to strive forward, but were
actually motivated to retard change: thus the natural conservatism of culture was
accentuated by central control. In Europe, because there was no one to control
power, the rapid deployment of power-maximizing technologies was not only
possible for the system as a whole but also mandatory for each actor in the
system [if it were to be able to compete and survive].181

11bid., p. 54.

18014i4., p. 38. Dyer writes, “There was a ... concern over the social effects of
firearms among the professional military class in Europe. At the end of the fifteenth
century, Gian Paolo Vitelli, one of the leading italian condortieri, took to plucking out
the eyes and cutting off the hands of all arquebusiers he could capture, considering it
disgraceful that noble men-at-arms should be killed from a distance by low-born
infantrymen [armed with these early muskets].”

181 Andrew B. Schmookler, The Parable of the Tribes: The Problem of Power in
Social Evolution (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1984; Houghton Mifflin Co.,
Paperback edition, 1986) p. 109.
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Even more astounding is the case of Japan which employed fire-arms for
three-quarters of a century and then gave them up to return to the pre-gunpowder era.
Here again, the dominant social group -- the Samurai -- did not want this new
technology because it endangered their position at the top of the social order, and the
centralized government proved strong enough to eliminate fire-arms production
al’cogether.182

The second structural factor that can prevent the adaptation and employment
of new technology into warfare is the inability of a given social structure to provide the
necessary division of labor necessary that sufficient numbers of the existing populace
can leave what they are currently doing and master the new technology and man its
supporting structures. For example, as will be shown, modern conventional warfare is
only possible with a massive bureaucracy capable of supporting large armies in the
field. Bureaucracies are only possible in societies where there is sufficient division of
labor so that all of the necessary food and other resources can be produced by other
workers releasing the bureaucrat to perform his specialized functions of management
and coordination on a full time basis.

Normally, however, new technology is introduced and over time it is absorbed
into the existing methods of warfighting which, in turn, slowly modifies both the social
and political structures as they change to maximize the new technology. Most new
technology represents a quantitative, i.e., an easily measured, objective improvement
over existing weapon systems. Examples of this are the quantitative improvement
between a rifle and a machine gun, or a propeller-driven verses a jet-powered aircraft.
Some new technology, however, is qualitatively better. That is, it represents the
introduction of totally new means of warfighting requiring entirely new types of skills.
Examples here include the rifle verses the sword or the radio verses messengers on
horseback. The improvements here are much less objective in that it is difficult to
determine how many swordsmen equal a rifleman or how many messengers equal a
radio. When changes of this size occur, then we have a new era or phase in the
evolution of war.

2. The Five Warskills of Modern Warfare

The most obvious advantage a belligerent can have in war is strength in
numbers. Two warriors are better than one, twenty tanks are better than ten, and so
on. But combatants can be made more lethal by giving them certain equipment and
the skills germane to its operation, maintenance and employment. In cases where there

182nyver, op. cit., p. 58.
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is great disparity in skills and weaponry, numbers become less important for the side
having the advantage of superior skills. For example, two combatants armed with
machineguns are probably hundreds of times more powerful than two stone-age
warriors armed with clubs. By the same token, when both sides have the same relative
level of skill and equipment, then numbers again become increasingly important.

The primary factors determining which skills are not only available but
paramount are the political organization and social structure of a belligerent at any
given point in time. These create the underlying structure governing the evolution of
warfare. Over time, this evolution has resulted in the creation of five distinct
warskills.!®3 These five are: 1) physical skills, 2) organizational skills, 3) technical skiils,
4) administrative skills and 5) social skills. These are defined as follows:

1. Physical Skills -- represent a combatant’s eye-hand coordination, stamina,
reflexes and sense of timing. While this is normally associated with hand
weapons in shock [non-firing, hand-to-hand] combat, it is also germane to
modern fighter-pilots.

2. Organizational Skills -- represent the ability to create and sustain cohesive
military organizations responsive to the will of a single commander. The critical
factor here, as was discussed in Chapter Three, is the abjlity to socialize the
combatant so that he willingly subordinates himself to the group. Equally
important, these skills also permit increased tactical flexibility on the battlefield
affording the commander the ability to maneuver his forces to take advantage
of the tactical situation.

3. Technical Skills -- represent the ability to adapt new technology to warfare,
maximizing its effectiveness through adaptations of organizational, doctrinal
and socio-political systems. This has become particularly crucial since the
advent of gunpowder due to the requirement for combatants to master skills
bevond those that can be learned on the drill-field.

4.  Administrative skills -- are those enabling the belligerent to generate, sustain,
and coordinate the mobilization and employment of the military resources of
the modern nation-state. Aside from being able to generate massive military
force, these skills also permit widely separated military forces to operate in
unison against the same military objective.

5. Social Skills -- represent the ability not only to generate, harness and emplov
the psvcho-social resources of a friendly populace, but the ability to disrupt
those of the enemy as well. Essentially, it is the ability to achieve
military/political objectives by disrupting the socio-political cohesion of the
enemy and thereby defeat him without first having to destroy his armed forces
or occupy his territory.

1831t should be understood that these warskills represent not only the specific
skill described but also the ability to create, wield and maintain the necessary hardware,
if any, germane to that skill.
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These five skills, then, are operative to one¢ degree or another during all eras of
Modern warfare. The existing structural environment, however, determines which skill
is paramount in a given era. Each era and its paramount skill are depicted in Table 4.

TABLE 4
THE EVOLUTION OF MODERN WARFARE

Phys Org Tech Admin Social

Skill Skill Skill Skill Skill
Medieval [ X] - - - -
Neo-Classical + [ X] - - -
Early Modern + + [X] = -
Late Modern + + + [X] +
Nuclear + + + + [ X]
[X] = Paramount skill of a given era. .

: = Highly important, but secondary to paramount skill.

Has limited or no importance to this era of warfare.

The paramount skill of a given era is the most critical factor in determining
victory during that era. For example, if a force with a very solid advantage in technical
skills and weaponry germane to those skills were to meet ¢~ enemy with superior
organizational and physical skills, but lacking equivalent technical skills and weaponry,
the former will virtually always win. Moreover the greater the superiority of the
technology, the less important the organizational and physical skills. Clearly, a modern
twelve-man squad armed with modern weaponry could easily defeat the Hoplite
phalanxes of Alexander’s Macedonian army although these same twelve men probably
enjoy neither the physical nor organizational skills of Alexander’s men. Admittedly,
this is an extrecme example, but the concept is sound. In general, any belligerent
capable of operating at a higher paramount skill level than an opponent can usually
expect to win the conflict -- providing that belligerent can sustain that advantage.

To further reinforce this concept, it is important to note that someone with a
higher skill potential than one germane to a given era would have virtually no effect
upon that level of warfare. For instance, a person with the administrative skills of a
von Moltke or the social skills of a Mao Tse-Tung would be virtually useless in the
Medieval era when what mattered most in achieving victory was the ability to field the
greater number of armored knights having superior physical skills than the enemy.
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Von Moltke's administrative skills are simply irrelevant until the advent of the railroad,
telegraph and mass-mobilization, whereas Mao would have been entirely superfluous in
an era where field armies operated totally independent from the populace; requiring
none of the home-front support of the 19th and 20th century armies.
3. The Evolutionary Phases of Modern Warfare
In the remainder of this section we will briefly examine each era in the
evolution of modern warfare.!3% What should become apparent is that the paramount
characteristic of the previous era remains an important element of the next era in the
evolutionary process. Equally important, a belligerent using a less complex, or earlier
form of warfare, has very little hope of defeating a belligerent using a higher level.
This fact will become extremely important when, in later chapters, we examine ways
and means to defeat the latest form of social warfare -- terrorism.
a. The Roman Military System

Medieval warfare represents the initial thesis in the evolution of modern
warfare. It represents a virtual return to pre-classical, primitive warfare wherein the
single, sufficient skill combatants required to achieve victory was superior physical
skills. Indeed, as the renowned military historian C.W.C. Oman observed, "The young
Frankish noble deemed his military education complete when he could sit his charger
firmly and handle lance and shield with skill.”!33 Since it was just suggested above that
a less complex form of war resting upon a qualitatively inferior paramount skill simply
cannot succeed against a more complex form of war, a brief digression is necessary to
explain how, after 4,000 years of evolution, warfare returned almost to its very earliest
form.

Few would disagree with the contention that the Roman Imperial military
system was the most complex form of warfare known in the classical era. Indeed,
using the model shown in Table 4 above, the Roman military system included all five

1841t should be noted that although this section examines the evolution of
warfare in Western Europe, elsewhere there were parallel evolutionary processes going
on at the same time. For example, Byzantium did not succumb to the Dark Ages with
the fall Rome, but maintained its empire with a military system every bit as complex as
that of the Roman Imperial system. Indeed, it was not until 1453 that the Byzantine
Empire succumbed to the sccial forces unleashed by the Ottoman Turks. Rather than
digressing to describe every exception, then, for the sake of space and clarity this
section will focus only upon one evolutionary process located in one geographical area
-- Western Europe.

185C.W.C. Oman, The Art of War in the Middle Ages, revised and edited by John
H. Beeler, (London: 1885; Cornell University Press Paperback Edition, 1973) p. 33.
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of the skills depicted there, with the paramount skill being social skills. Clearly, the
other skills werc present and important, but as you move to the left on the table, the
skills become less and less important. Physical skills were the least important, followed
by organizational, technical, and administrative skills respectively. For instance, as R.
Ernst Dupuy and Trevor Dupuy note,

Individually rarely more than §°6” in height ... the Italian legionary had a healthy
respect for his huskier barbarian foes. In fact, until the time of Caeser, the
almost unreasoning Roman fear of Gauls and Germans ... was reflected in the
individual emotions of even veteran soldiers. Yet they [also] realized that regular
formations and discipline made them militarily superior to the barbarians....!%6

It was organizational skills that permitted the Roman legionary to defeat
his physically and numerically superior counterpart. But it was technical and
administrative skills that permitted the Romans to mobilize and concentrate superior
combat power wherever it was needed to defend or expand the vast Roman empire. As
Luttwak notes,

Once the empire was mobilized to fight ... it was invincible ... even if the enemy
could not be drawn out to fight in close combat, or outmaneuvered in field
operations, it would still be defeated by relentless methods of Roman
‘engineering’ warfare.... The ability to bring large numbers of men on the scene of
combat, to construct the required infrastructures, to provide a steady supply of
food and equipment in remote and sometimes desolate places -- all this reflected
the high standards of Roman military organization.!87

Still, as important as even technological and administrative skills obviously
were, it was the social skills of the Roman military system that permitted Rome to
conquer and rule an area so vast. Again as Luttwak points out, “Above all, Romans
clearly realized that the dominant dimension of power was not physical but
psychological -- the product of other’s perception of Roman strength rather than the
use of this strength.”!88 Elsewhere Luttwak writes,

186pupuy and Dupuy, op. cit., p. 99.
871 uttwak, op. cit., p. 117.
18811hid., p. 3.
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Together with money and manipulative diplomacy, forces visibly ready to fight
but held back from battle could serve to contrive disunity among those who
might jointly threaten the empire, to deter those who would otherwise attack, and
to control lands and people by intimidation -- ideally to a point where sufficient
security or even an effective domination could be achieved without any use of
force at all.1%?

The Romans, then, assured their military supremacy ultimately by relying
upon social skills. Bv employing these skills effectively they were able to destroy the
socio-political cohesion of their enemies before their potential military might could be
brought to bear against Rome. It was a system that was to work quite well for nearly
three centuries.

Although the collapse of the Roman empire is due to a myriad of complex
and interdependent factors, one of the most important is a gradual erosion of the
Roman military system. As Rome began to rely more and more exclusively upon its
social skills to weaken and neutralize potential enemies, the other warfighting skills
began to wane. By 378 A.D. the Romans were no longer able to field cohesive infantry
forces with sufficient discipline to withstand a cavalry charge. According to Oman,
“Though seldom wanting in courage, the troops of the fourth century had lost the self-
reliance and cohesion of the old Roman infantry...”.1% Thus, when the social skills
gave way due to internal neglect and general decay, there was no other skills above
sheer physical skills of the Roman legionary to fall back upon. In short, the entire
system collapsed, and 4,000 years of military evolution returned virtually to the starting
point. It is upon this foundation that the Modern military system was to be built, and
the first stone in that foundation was the Medieval military system.

1891bid,, p. 2. Luttwak believes that the siege of Masada in A.D. 70-73 provides
one of the best examples of this psychological use of potential force -- what this study
calls social force. He writes, “Faced with the resistance of a few hundred Jews on a
mountain in the Judean desert, a place of no strategic or economic importance, the
Romans could have insulated the rebels by posting a few hundred men to guard
them.... Alternatively, the Romans could have stormed the mountain fortress.... [But]
the Romans did [neither] of these things.... Instead, at a time when the entire Roman
army had a total of only twenty-nine legions to garrison the entire empire, one legion
was deployed to besiege Masada, [and] to reduce the fortress by great works of
engineering.... The entire three vear operation, and the very insignificance of its
objective, must have had an ominous impression on all those in the East who might
otherwise have been tempted to revolt ...”. (Luttwak, pp. 3-4.)

19°Oman, op. cit., p. 4.
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b. Medieval Warfare

As was stated above, the paramount skill in the Medieval military svstem is
the physical skill of the individual combatant. Little attempt was made to create
cohesive, disciplined formation subject to the will of a single commander. Oman
describes Medieval armies this way,

Assembled with difficulty, insubordinate, unable to maneuver, ready to melt away
from its standard the moment that its short period of service was over, a feudal
force represented an assemblage of unsoldierlike qualities such as have seldom
been known to coexist... As it was impossible to combine the movements of
many small bodies when the troops were neither disciplined nor accustomed to
act together, it was usual to form the cavalry into three great masses, or “battles”

. and launch them at the enemy.... [Moreover, even] ... the most ordinary
{tactical] precautions, such as directing a reserve o= a critical point ... or selecting
a good position in which to [fight] ... were considered instances of surpassing
military skill. 1?1

There are some, like Terence Wise, who suggest that assessments such as
these are overstated and that disciplined medieval armies, including many having
cohesive infantry units, existed and fared well in the warfare of that age. Certainly the
Saxon Housecarls who fought dismounted behind a shield wall at the Battle of
Hastings in 1066 were disciplined infantry.
accompanied by an equal number of Fyrd levies held off repeated charges by 8,000
Norman, Breton and Flemish heavy cavalry for eight hours before they finally broke.
And when they did break ranks it was to charge the enemy.!92 Still such disciplined
battles were the exception rather than the rule. And as Wise himself notes,

The main problem seems not to have been the fighting quality of the troops, but
the inability to maintain discipline over them once battles commenced, [since]
loyalties within an army were widely divided, the nobles were jealous of each
other and arrogant towards the infantry, and even kings could not control such
internally divided armies. Because of this [it often happened] ... that after the
first charge a battle degenerated into a series of individual combats in which even
leaders took part.!??

1bid., pp. 57-60.

192Richard Berg, “1066: Year of Decision,” Strategy and Tactics Magazine, No.

110 (November-December, 1986) pp. 17-21.

193Terence Wise, Medieval Warfare (New York: Hastings House, Publishers,
1976) p. 105. [Emphasis added.]
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This extremely limited system of warfighting was not due to any technical
limitation, but rather due to the socio-political structure of the period. First, mounted
knights came almost exclusively from the landed aristocracy who, living far from
central authority and protected by castle walls, were virtually independent political
entities in their own right. Indeed, as Schmookler notes, it was not untii the advent of
gunpowder that kings were able to establish effective centralized political control. He
writes that,

It has often been observed that the centralization of power by European
monarchs at the expense of the once autonomous nobles was made possible by
the changes in technology of warfare that enabled the attacker to violate the
security of fortified castles.!%*

So long as the noble lords retained any independence from the king, it was
unlikely they would perceive him to be anything other than simply a ‘first among
equals.” Under such conditions, the creation of cohesive, disciplined military units,
wherein the knights willingly subordinated themselves in a setting of formalized
command and control, was simply not possible.

The alternative -- the creation of alternate military forces capable of
fighting the knight on more or less equal terms -- was also unlikely under the given
social and economic structure of the time. First, there was a labor shortage, requiring
every able-bodied person (other than the aristocracy, of course) to spend virtually every
waking hour in the production of food. Therefore, little time or energy was left to
train these food-producers in the art of soldiering. Secondly, there would be extreme
resistance by the noble knights to any alternate form of warfare that might threaten
their political or social stature. Warfare could only evolve, therefore, if the socio-
political system upon which it rested also changed. As shall be seen, this is precisely
what occurred. So long as Feudalism remained, however, victory in war went to the
side having the greatest number with a superior physical skill level.

c. Neo-classical Warfare

As with the emergence of classical warfare over primitive warfare in
prehistoric times, the emergence of neo-classical warfare over medieval warfare was not
due to some technical advantage, but rather due to superior discipline and
organization.lf’s These are what the current study has labelled, organizational skills.

1945chmookler, op. cit., p. 95.

195Dyer, op. cit., p. 12. Dyer writes, “The first army almost certainly carried
weapons no different from those that hunters had been using on animals and on each
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Since the creation and maintenance of cohesive military units was adequately described
in Chapter Three, no discussion of this dynamic process need detain us here. [t is
sufficient to reiterate that the strength of this military system is that it subordinates the
will of the individual combatant to that of the commander. It is the operation of all
these individuals in concert that makes the army superior to less cohesive means of
war. Moreover, it provides the commander with the ability to perform atleast some
tactical maneuvering on the battlefield, giving the neo-classical army a degree of
flexibility not enjoyed by its medieval counterpart.

It is interesting to note that the antithesis of Medieval warfare was based
initially upon two totally different military systems; one relying upon shock and the
other relying upon fire weaponry. The system relying upon shock weaponry is
embodied in the massive phalanxes of pikemen from the Swiss Confederation, while the
other system relied upon a combination of the English longbow and mounted or
dismounted knights working in umson. Since the longbow/knight combination
represents the initial step away from the medieval system it is to this that we first turn
our attention.

Although the origins of the longbow remains obscure, the English knights
learned to respect this formidable weapon in the wars against Wales,'% where the
Welsh warriors caused many casualties among the English heavy cavalry. The English
king was so impressed with the weapon that he created a corps of English bowmen,
and it was these that were to destroy the flower of French Chivalry at the battles of
Crecy, Poitiers and Agincourt.!?

Wise and others are quick to point out, however, that as formidable as the
longoow was, bowmen could not, like the Swiss phalanx, stand up to cavalry alone.
English bowmen were always employed in concert with dismounted knights. As Wise

other for thousands of years.... Its strength did not lie in mere numbers; what made it
an army was discipline and organization ... it was the most awesome concentration of

power the human world had ever seen, and nothing except another army could hope to
resist it.”

196Wice, op. cit., pp. 110-111.

197As Wise notes, “The longbow had proved so devastating because... it had
greater penetration power than any other weapon and a rapidity of fire which enabled
a skilled bowman to fire a dozen unaimed arrows a minute. [Since] ... carrying a
heavily armored knight, a horse might cover a hundred yards a minute ... every archer
could have fired 36 arrows.... At Crecy there were 5,500 archers and during the French
advances {the English] must have fired thirty volleys of 5,500 arrows -- 150,000 arrows
[total]. Ibid., p. 115.
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suggests, it was probabiy only the incredible arrogance and lack of discipline of the
French Chivalry that permitted the outnumbered English to win at Crecy and
Agincourt, since those French knights who successfully weathered the clouds of arrows
and reached the Englir: lines felt it was beneath their “gnity to fight commoners and
attacked the dismounted English knights instead of the bowmen.!?® At Poitiers the
French dismounted their own heavy cavalry and attempted to close with the English on
foot. The end result was simply to expose the French knights to arrow-fire for a much
longer time, and when the French finallv reached the English lines they were in ragged
formations, exhausted, and scarcely capable of heavy hand-to-hand fighting with their
better-rested foes. %

While the longbow clearly represented a threat to the mounted knight, and
consequently to medieval warfare, by themselves these weapons did not entail a true
antithesis to this form of war. It is evident, for instance, that the English Chivalry
came to terms and ultimately worked in unison with the weapon. The Swiss phalanxes,
on the other hand, represented a true antithesis to the mounted knight -- one that the
knights were incapable of defeating, regardless of how well they were employed.

It should come as no surprise that the re-emergence of massed infantry
made up of well trained and disciplined citizen soldiers should occur in Switzerland
where the socio-political structure of feudalism began to first unravel. It was here in
the wars of independence from the Holy Roman Empire that the relatively weak Swiss
Confederation of Canons solved the problem of limited money and manpower not by
relying on a handful of mounted knights to fight their wars, but by using the same
amount of limited funds to field much larger cohesive armies made up of Swiss
citizenry. Each male citizen was to become a soldier, spending much of his off-time
learning formation drill and the manual of arms for the pike. Free-time was available
due to improved farming methods which in turn permitted an increase in the division of
labor.2% This, in turn, permitted the emergence of a fledgling bourgeousie who were

1981bid., p. 114. The inescapable conclusion to be drawn of course is that the
French repeatedly lost not so much because they were employing an inferior military
system, since it is unlikely that the outnumbered and more lightly armed archers could
have defeated mounted knights in shock combat, but that the French simply misused
the system they had. Of course, we would be remiss not to note that one main reason
for fighting medieval conflicts was to capture opponerts and hold them for ransom. It
is doubtful, therefore, that a knight of any nationality would have wasted precious time
and energy fighting and capturing a "worthless” commoner.

1991bid., p. 116.
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independent of the landed aristocracy. Not only that, but the bourgeousie rapidly
began to accumulate wealth and soon the center of power was moved from the castles
of the noble lords to the towns where the money was.

The military system created by the Swiss was quite simple. It was,
essentially, a return to the ancient Greek phalanx of massed pikemen. Its secret of
success lay in the fact that, so long as the pikemen held their ground, not even the
charge of heavy cavalry could break their serried ranks. This was due to the fact that
horses will not willingly charge into a row of unwavering spearpoints.2?! Moreover, the
phalanx enjoved considerably more tactical flexibility thawn the bdartles in which the
mcunted knights cperated. Whereas the commander of a batrrle had difficulty forming
his formation in the first place, and once formed had only one tactical option -- the
charge, or straight ahead attack -- the commander of a phalanx could move with
relative ease forward, to the rear, and to either flank. Still, once contact was made, the
phalanx commander’s role became that of a common soldier since, just as when battles
of mounted cavalry met, command and control became impossible. This is
substantiated by Martin Van Creveld who writes,

Once armies had met and were, as the sayving went, ‘pushing shield to shield,’
there was nothing more a commander could do; so he picked up his own shield
and joined the fray. Of an attempt to ccordinate various movements, much less
to exercise control or change di%positions during the engagement itself, there
could be no question whatsoever.202

That the phalanx was superior to mounted cavalry there can be no doubt.
Austrian mounted knights were unable to break the phalanx in their first encounter
with it at the Battle of Mongarten (A.D. 1315).203 And, by the Battle of Sempach,
some 71 years later, the knights came to realize that they were equally helpless against
the phalanx when fighting dismounted.2%¢ Perhaps the ultimate testament to the
superiority of neo-classical over medieval methods of warfare is the Battle of St. Jacob
(A.D. 1444). It was here that a single Swiss phalanx of no more than 1,000 men
attacked a French army of over 15,000. Oman describes the battle this way,

200yames Burke, Connections (E 3ston: Little, Brown and Co., 1978) p. 66.
Vlpyer, op. cit., p. 38. See also Keegan, op. cit., pp. 94-96 and pp. 154-160.

202\artin Van Creveld, Command in War (Cambridge Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press, 1985) p. 42.

2030man, op. cit., p. 87.
Wépid,, p. 92.
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They attacked ... broke [the French] center and were then surrounded by its
overwhelming numbers. Compelled to form a [square] in order to resist the
tremendous cavalry charges directed against them, they remained rooted at the
spot for the remainder of the day.... Not until evening was the fighting over, and
then 2,000 [French] lay dead around the heap of Swiss corpses in the center.*%>

Although the Swiss were eventuaily wiped out, the horrible cost to the
French caused them to abandon their invasion of Switzerland and go home. Even
outnumbered 15-1 the organized phalanx was a formidable weapon against the much
less organized feudal cavalry fighting a less complex form of war.

Although vestiges of the armored knight were to remain in use well into the
early modern age, the phalanx and longbow marked the end for feudal Chivalry. Both
the bow and the phalanx had made warfare much more egalitarian, wherein
dismounted commoners now had the means to defeat the horse-mounted aristocrat.
For the purpose of the present study both systems -- bu't especially the Swiss phalanx
-- establish the superiority of organized warfare over forms relying predominantly upon
pure physical skill. They also represent something more sinister as well; the first step
in the dehumanization of war. No longer was war a fight between two equals who
may even know each other, but between articulated masses. Dyer puts it this way,

When the packed formations of well drilled men collided ... what happened was
quite impersonal, though every man died his own death. It was not the
traditional combat between individual warriors. The soldiers were pressed forward
by the ranks behind them against the anonymous strangers in that part of the
enemy line facing them, and though in the end it was pairs of individuals who
thrust at each other with spears for a few moments until one went down, there
was nothing personal in the exchange.?%¢

The phalanx was the first step away from war on a human scale. And the
longbow represented a second step in that direction. It was a technological devise --
albeit one requiring yvears of practice to master -- that could in one swift motion
destroy a combatant having far more training and vastly superior physical skills. As
will be seen, this dehumanization of war will increase drastically with each new era in
the evolution of modern war.

The phalanx and the bow, then, reigned supreme on European battlefields
until a technical innovation made them obsolete. That innovation was the advent of
gunpowder and the development of field artillery.

2057bid., p. 96.
206Dyer, op. cit., p. 12.
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d. Early Modern Warfare

In early modern warfare a new skill was added to war -- the technological
skill. The need for this new skill for victory in war was to have a profound effect of
the nature of warfare. To begin with, it was the first skill needed in modern war that
could not be gained upon the drill field. Although the majority of the combatants still
went through repeated training to gain and improve skills in hand-to-hand combat, and
to make absolutely certain every man in a formation was able to move in perfect
unison with his comrades, there was now also a need for the technically skilled
combatant, who had to be trained in the sciences; particularly chemistry, mathematics
and ballistics. Secondly, technical warfare employed military devices that consumed
supplies at an alarming rate. This, in turn, required armies to begin to have to think
and operate in terms of maintaining lines of supply as well as traditional lines of
communication with some central depot or other supply source. Consequently, in
addition to the classical combatant, warfare in the technical, early modern age required
practical scientists known as artillerists and communication/transportation experts
known as logisticians. —

That victory was no longer to be gained by physical and organizational
skills alone was proved time and again in battles of the 15th and 16th Centuries. Even
the vaunted Swiss-pike phalanxes were no match for armies having technical skills,
even if the technically superior army had organizationally inferior combat units. A
case in point is the Battle of Marignano (A.D. 1515) where the Swiss phalanx, made up
of men armed solely with pikes and other shock weapons, were swept from the
battlefield by artillerv and the very heavy cavalry the Swiss had repeatedly beaten in
the past. Oman describes the battle this way,

The system which [the French] ... employed was to deliver charge after charge of
cavalry on the flanks of the Swiss columns while the artillery played upon them
from the front. The [attacks] by the cavalry, though they never succeeded in
breaking the phalanx, forced it to halt and form the [square].... Of course these
attacks would by themselves be fruitless; it was the fact that they checked the
advance of the Swiss, and obliged them to stand halted under artillery fire that
settled the [issue].207

Clearly, the tightly packed phalanx armed only with shock weapons was no

match for artillery. One hit could, as Oman notes, "... plough through its dense ranks

[disabling up t0] ... 20 men...”.208

2070man, op. cit., p. 113.
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Equally important, artillery now made the offensive once again the
predominant form of war. Nc longer could dukes and princes defvy the central
authority of the king by hiding behind the impregnable walls of a fortified castle. By
the middle of the 16th Century armies could be armed with artillery capable of firing
iron shot weighing over 1,000 pounds.209 No stone wall, regardless of its thickness,
could withstand such pounding. Moreover, artillery and small arms were far more
expensive than the sword and pike had been, thus, only entities enjoying great wealth,
such as kings could purchase sufficient quantities to arm an entire army. Both factors
tended to cause a general centralization of power as the kings gradually enforced their
will upon the reluctant feudal lords.

Another important factor is that as with the longbow early muskets
provided even the lowest-born commoner the means to fight on equal or better terms
with the aristocratic mounted knights. Unlike the bow, however, the muske: required
only weeks rather than years to master. Consequently, anyone having sufficient money
to arm and equip an army with firearms could, in a matter of months, create combat
power superior to that of armies dependent upon mounted knights or other
combatants whose primary factor of lethality was based upon physical skill with a
shock weapon which had taken years to master. In short, the technologically armed
combatant was not only more effective in terms of lethality on the battlefield, he was
also more efficient in terms of training time over his classically armed and trained
opponent.

This improved lethality was not without trade-offs, however. Perhaps the
most important draw-back of the technologically armed army was its increased
dependence upon lines of supply. This, in turn, was to have a profound effect upon
how warfare was to be waged. According to Theodore Ropp,

The [classical] soldier did not use up his equipment in battle. Javelins or arrows
could be manufactured or repaired on the spot by the blacksmiths and soldiers.
Shot and powder on the other hand, were both expendable and irreplacable.
What was lost or shot away had to be provided by some central authority.... But
it was these difficulties of suppiy and transportation which first set sixteenth
century soldiers to thinking about swrategy ... [as opposed to simply] ...
tactics.210

2031pid., p. 112.
209Dyer, op. cit., p. 55.

210Theodore Ropp, War in the Modern World, revised edition, (New York: The
Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc., 1962; Collier Books, 1985) pp. 31-32.
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No longer was it sufficient for a commander to understand the relatively
simple mechanics of defeating an enemy on the battlefield. He must also understand
strategy -- the best means to bring a battle about in 2 manner that would protect his
own lines of communications and supply while at the same time threaten those of his
enemy. This along with the increasing complexity in numbers and types of
technological means employed, required commanders and their officers to be full-time
professional soldiers. 'Iuis; in turn led to the need for military academies to teach the
officers the technical skills required in the art and science of war.

As the carly modern era was to show by the time it entered full stride in the
Thirty Years War, victory still went to the side best able to maintain its cohesion, but
disrupting the enemy's cohesion was becoming increasingly dependent upon
technological means. It was the commander best able to employ these technical means
that most often emerged the victor. In this way, a pattern was established that was to
remain in effect until the present era in the evolution of war: new technology is
introduced and then organizational means are found to maximize the effectiveness of
the new technology.

The Swedish king Gustavus Adolphus was perhaps the first military
commander to make effective organizational changes in order to maximize the new
gunpowder technology. For instance, he placed musketeers in the pike phalanxes
giving these formations both a shock and fire capability.?!! He standardized the calibre
of ali artillery, placed them entirely under military command, and made them smaller
and more mobile so they could be emploved more easily and with greater effectiveness
on the battlefield.2'? In short, Gustavus Adolphus” army was the first to make
firepower a truly effective offensive weapon on the battlefield. According to Dyer,
“The musket volleys and cannon fire of Gustavus Adolphus’ army could shatter a
formation of pikemen from a hundred yards away, without ever coming into physical
contact with it."?!3 These innovations were so effective that by the end of the Thirty
Years War in 1648 nearly every European army had adopted these same techniques.

By 1700 all infantrymen were armed with muskets, In this way, although
physical and organizational skills were still necessary, every soldier required a certain
amount of technical skill in order to emerge victorious in combat. For instance, an

21 pypuy and Dupuy, op. cit., p. 529.

224 W. Koch, The Rise of Modern Warfare: 1618-1815 (London: Hamlyn
Publishing Group, Ltd., 1981) p. 31.

2Bpver, op. cit., p. 6l
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infantrvman had to perform fifty-four seperate movements in precisely the correct
order in order to load and fire his weapon.2l* The cminent militarv historian Henry
Lumpkin describes a typical 18th century battle this way,

After a comparatively short artillerv exchange, one or both [sides] would move
forward at the quick march.... At 100 vards ... [or closer], volleys were exchanged,
three to five rounds per minute. This intense fire would continue point-blank
until the commanding officer of one of the forces engaged ... decided to order a
bayonet charge. This usually occurred when the opposing side obviously had
begun to wilt under the fire storm.... The essence of this kind of fighting ... was
fire discipline -- troops so trained that they would stand unflinching and take
heavy losses while delivering a greater volume of fire at a greater speed than the
enemy. 2!’

In order to fight such battles one required not only professional officers,
but professional, long-service soldiers trained in the effective use of their weapon as
well as how to perform close-order drill. As Dyer notes, this efficiency under stress
could only be achieved through literally thousands of hours of repetitive drilling.21
This was clearly beyond the part time citizen soldiers such as thosc employed by the
Swiss Confederation. Thus, what began as an efficient means to produce highly lethal
combatants in the shortest possible period of time by providing them with a technical
devise obviating the necessity of years of training to hone physical skills, ultimately
resulted in the creation of the need for other, equally time consuming training. Still, the
inescapable fact was that a man armed with a musket enjoyed greater lethality than
either the individual warrior knight or the combatant armed solely with a shock
weapon. What made him deadlier still were the tactical innovations introduced by
Gustavus Adolphus, and improved upon by other great captains such as Fredrick the
Great and Napoleon.

These tactical innovations should not be confused with the concept of
organizational skills introduced in the Neo-classical era. Though they are related, they
are different. These innovations were entirely dependent upon considerations of

2l4Hew Strachan, op. cit., p. 16. Strachan notes that a good musketeer could get
off one shot every two minutes. With technically superior flintlocks requiring only 26
steps to load, the rate of fire was increased to three rounds a minute, although some
Prussian units were credited with as many as five shots a minute.

35Henry Lumpkin, From Savannah to Yorktown: The American Revolution in the
South (Columbia, South Carolina: University of South Carolina Press, 1981) pp.
137-138.

28Dyver, op. cit., p. 65.
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maximizing physical, not moral force. Moreover, these changes were adopted in order
to most effectively employ the technology of the day. For instance, decisions as to
whether to have 14 ranks or 6 ranks were dependent upon how fast soldiers in each
rank could load and fire so as to have a constant rolling barrage of volley fire. In this
way, these tactical innovations should be considered simply an adjunct or sub-element
of the technical skills an army required during this era.

Organizational as well as physical skills were, of course, still extremely
important during this era. This was particularly true if both sides enjoyed equivalent
technical skills and tactical innovations. In such cases, as Lumpkin’s description of an
18th century battle clearly shows, the side that first began to break under fire usually
felt the shock of a bayonet attack thereafter. In short the coup 4 gras was usually
delivered in a manner germane to the neo-classical era; one with which the Swiss
pikemen would be entirely comfortable and probably superior to any 18th century
army. Still, all things being equal, it was superior technical skills that provided the
edge in determining victory in the early modern era.

e. Late Modern Warfare

By the early 19th century a new paramount skill began to be felt in war.
This is what this study has labeled administrative skills. These skills not only make it
possible to mobilize all of the necessary resources of a nation-state to fight a war, they
also permit the command, control and coordination of widely separated military forces
making it possible for thrn to be employed in unison against the same military
objective. Two technol gical inventions made this possible: 1) the railroad and 2) the
telegraph. These coupled with modern bureaucratic management techniques, made
modern mass warfare possible.

The railroad was the first major improvement in military transportation in
nearly 4,000 years. Previously, soldiers had to rely solely upon muscle power of men
and animals to move their supplies and equipment. Until the early modern era, this
served as a hinderence and nuisance, but was rarely catastrophic for armies before the

217

advent of gunpowder weaponry.“'’ Afterwards, however, armies became increasingly

21"The one major exception to this was desert warfare. Here Alexander the
Great’s crossing of the Geodrosian desert in 325 B.C. can be instructive. The only
expendible and irreplacable elements in pre-gunpowder warfare were food and water in
a desert. Alexander had made elaborate plans to provide these elements for his army
by having them be carried by a fleet of over 2,000 vessels. Periodocally, Alexander
intended to rendezvous with the fleet along the desert coast-line of Persia as he and the
army marched back towards Babylon. Unfortunately, the fleet was unable to sail for
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tied down to their lines of supply, particularly as armies tried to carry food, fodder, and
munitions with them on every campaign. This posed considerable problems since there
was an increase in things that had to be carried, but no improvements in the means to
do so. Martin Blumenson and James Stokesbury make the following observations on
the speed and carrying capacity of an army in the pre-industrial era,

The marching man in the Hittite armies moved at the same speed as his later
counterparts in the armies of Frederick the Great. He could carry about the
same weight of material -- sixty pounds ... [over an extended period) -- and he
required the same amount of [food, shelter and other equipment].... [Moreover],
the train of the army was tied to the speed of oxen or bullocks, and they could
go only about twelve miles a day without breaking down; even then they needed
a days rest every fourth day. The oxen could therefore go [only] thirty-six miles
in four days, though the soldiers [who could go easily 15 miles a day] could
march sixty miles in the same time....2!8

Blumenson and Stokesbury go on to note that the British Army in Spain
during the Napoleonic wars continued to operate at this liesurely pace even as late as
1813.21% Napoleon was the first to break away from these encumbering supply columns
by making his men carry their munitions -- shot and powder -- while having them
forage for their food. In this way Napoleon's armies were marching 60 miles every
four days while other European armies were barely able to make 36 miles in the same
amount of time. Moreover, Napoleon was less concerned about his lines of supply,
and the  2fore had much greater freedom of action than his counterparts.

Another major drawback in supplying a moving army was that unless large
amounts of food and fodder was brought with you, the maximum size of an army that
could live off the land in a given vicinity was no more than 20,000 men.229 Armies
larger than this had to move in widely dispersed columns of no more than 20,000 men
each, and then come together to fight a battle. Napoleon solved this problem by
creating the Corps & Armee cach of which actually represented small armies having

over two months due to annual monsoons. By the time Alexander realized his
situation, it was too late to turn back. Nearly 75 percent of Alexander’s army perished
in the Geodrosian desert. See Donald W. Engels, Alexander the Great and the
Logisitics of the Macedonian Army (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978) pp.
114-118.

28\fartin Blumenson and James L. Stokesbury, Masters of the Art of Command
(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1975) pp. 6-7.

291bid., p. 7.
2201bid., p. 8.




their own infantry, cavalry, and artillery units attached. The first corps to encounter
the enemy was expected to be able to fight a defensive holding action for at least a day
until the other corps could be notified and rushed to the point of action.??! But as
Martin van Crefeld points out, before the advent of modern communications
technology, only a man with the genius and energy of a Napoleon could really hope to
effectively command and control such widely dispersed forces.???2 Indeed, even
Napoleon occassionally lost effective control over his forces. For instance he
reportedly was unable to maintain effective control of up to five of his eight corps
engaged against the Prussian Army at the double battle of Jena-Auerstadt in 1806.223
Still, Napoleon did succeed in a manner that far surpassed any of his contemporaries,
and the secret of his success appears to have rested on two important innovations: 1)
the creation of self-contained, mission-oriented strategic units, each with its own
commander, staff, and made up of all three combat arms,?2* and 2) the creation of a
General Headquarters which took care of the ever-growing administrative problems
and details germane to coordinating, controlling and supplying these widely separated
combat units. These two elements combined were to be the foundation stones of the
late modern methods of war.

As the American Civil War clearly showed, victory in late modern warfare
usually went to the side best able to mobilize and coordinate the employment of the
greatest number of soldiers over the longest period of time. Few would argue with the
cortention that, particularly early in the war, the Confederate army enjoyed the same
technical skills and probably enjoyed superior organizational skills compared to the
Union Army. But now that it was possible to have the administrative ability to
mobilize an entire nation for war, the days of a war being decided by one cataclysmic
battle were over. Now what mattered most was quantity, not quality. In other words,
the decisive factor came not from the ability to simply field and sustain a technically
and organizationally superior army, but rather the ability to field and sustain the
greatest number of such armies against the enemy. As Michael Howard has observed,
the ...

2Ucreveld, Command in War, op. cit., p. 61.
221bid., p. 62.

23bid., pp. 95-96.

281bid., p. 97.
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masters of operational strategy were to be found, not in the victorious armies of
the North, but among the leaders of the South.... [Consequently] the victory of
the North was due not to the operational capabilities of its generals, but its
capacity to mobilize its superior industrial strength and manpower into armies
which ... [could be emploved] ... in such strength that the operational skills of
their adversaries were rendered almost irrelevant.223

Even more importantly, an administratively superior army could also defeat
an army that was technically superior in many ways. Perhaps the best example of this
is the Franco-prussian War. Although the Prussians enjoyed technical superiority in
some of its field artillery, the French clearly had the technical lead in infantry weapons
with the chassepot rifle, which could accurately fire nearly three time as far as the
Prussian needlegun, and the mitrailleuse an early form of the machinegun.226 Despite
these French technical advantages, the Prussians decisively smashed every French field
army within three months of the opening campaign.

The ease and swiftness of the French defeat is clearly related to
administrative failures. First, the French were only able to mobilize 224,000 men in the
same time the Germans mobilized 475,000.227 According to Dupuy and Dupuy this
disparity was largely due to the fact that, "German mobilization and troop
concentrations followed a definate, well-directed plan, which utilized the railway net to
the full... [while] French mobilization was Laphazard and incomplete.228 Additionally,
whereas each Prussian Army had established General Headquarters fully capable of
supporting their subordinate corps and other units, the French only belatedly created
two armies by arbitrarily combining corps together, leaving the army commanders to
operate as best they could by using one of their corps headquarter staffs to double as
an army General Staff.22% All of this made a shambles not only of the mobilization of
the French army, but drastically hindered effective command and control once the
army was assembled. Michael Howard describes the French mobilization this way,

225Michael Howard, The Causes of Wars: And Other Essays, Second Edition,
Enlarged (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1984) p. 103.

226\ichael Howard, The Franco-Prussian War. The German Invasion of France,
1870-1871 (New York: The Macmillian Co., Inc., 1961; Collicr Books, 1969) pp. 35-36.

227Dupuy and Dupuy, op. cit., p. 832.
2281pid,
21pid.
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Thus a plan already faulty in principle was further marred by faults in execution,
and as the army assembled around Metz and Strasbourg it found itself lacking
not only in men but the most elementary supplies. The trouble lay, not in the
inadequacy of stocks, but in the arrangements for their distribution....
Meanwhile, the German [mobilization] had gone on as planned.?3¢

Administrative skill, then, governed who would emerge victorious in the
wars of the late modern era. By World War I the French had corrected the faults in
their mobilization plans and methods of command and control. Since both sides were
roughly equivalent in administrative skills, the war ground on until the massive influx
of American manpower and resources tipped the scales against Germany. As Ropp
notes, “... surprisingly ... neither the French nor the German commands attempted to
use their cavalry in 1914 to disrupt the enemy’s mobilization.”2*! This oversight was
corrected by the Germans in World War 11 who, by employing Blirzkrieg tactics were
able to surround and cut off large portions of the enemy’s army robbing the enemy
commander of his operational control of these isolated pockets; neutralizing and
administrative skills the enemy might enjoy. Unfortunately for the Axis, they were
unable to disrupt administrative skills over intercontinental distances. Once again, as
in World War I, the industrial might of the United States proved decisive. And this, of
course, was primarily dependent upon bureaucratic/administrative skills capable of
coordinating the millions of tasks necessary to build, train, deploy, employ, sustain and
effectively control US armed forces operating on a massive, global scale.

As in the American Civil War, victory was ultimately a factor of quantity
over quality, especially in Europe. German tanks were better armed and armored than
American. German jet fighters and guided missiles far surpassed anything the allies
had. Clearly, then, the side that could produce the most over the longest period of
time and effectively employ it against the enemy in well-coordinated efforts would
almost always emerge victorious -- providing they could maintain that advantage. As
will be seen in the next section, maintaining this advantage was heavily dependent
upon not only developing and maintaining the correct bureaucratic/administrative
mechanisms of command and control, but also upon the willingness of those within
this system to continue to support it.

230 oward, The Franco-Prussian War, op. cit., pp. 70 and 82.
231Ropp, op. cit., p. 201.
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J- War in the Nuclear Era

The major factor governing warfare in the nuclear era is, of course, nuclear
weaponry. Ironically, the paramount skill germane to this .ra does not devolve from
the use of thesc awesomely destructive weapons, but rather from the threat of their use.
Consequently, shey, like the Roman Legions of the high classical era, establish the
environment in which force is employed. That is, like the legions, nuclear weapons are
virtually omnipotent once put into action, and all who might consider standing against
them are fully aware of the probable consequences of doing so. In this way, nuclear
weaponry functions as potential force and therefore operates primarily in the
psychological vice the physical plane. As a result, the paramount skill in the nuclear
era involves not so much the mobilization and employment of military resources but
social.

As was stated earlier in this chapter, social skills represent the ability to
mobilize and sustain the socio-political resources of a friendly populace while at the
same time undermine, disrupt and destroy those of the enemy without first having to
destroy his armed forces. This last part is critical due to what ti:2 current study has
labeled the Brodie Paradox.

The Brodie Paradox stems from the irony that nuclear weaponry is so
devastatingly effective and efficient that for two nuclear powers to go to war with one
another is tantamount to virtual national suicide for both parties. Consequently, as
Bernard Brodie concluded during the late 1940s, warfare involving the mutual exchange
of nuclear weapons may not even be warfare at all -- atleast in any classical sense of
the term. Indeed, when he applied to atomic warfare von Clausewitz’s dictum the
"War is a continuation of policy by other means,” Brodie quickly surmised that there
was simply no rational political objective sufficient to justify the immense destruction
of nuclear warfare conducted on a massive, global scale.232 F urthermore, even “limited”
nuclear warfare between nuclear equipped powers had little utility since it could quite
easily and uncontrollably escalate into global, thermonuclear war.233 Another political
scientist, William Kaufman, expanded upon Brodie's contention and observed that,

Traditional strategy, along with its weapons and axioms, held that the idea of
war was to destroy the enemy’s will to fight... [But] in an era when both
combatants have long-range multimegaton nuclear weapons in their arsenals ...

B2Fred Kaplan, The Wizards of Armageddon (New York: Simon and Schuster,
1983; Touchstone Bocks, 1984) p. 79.

2331pid.
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the traditional militarv objectives could not be gained without commiting
national suicide in the process, thus nullifying any Pyrric victory [that] might
have been achieved.?3

In short, nuclear wars could not be fought in any traditional manner since
there are simply no objectives “.. commensurate with the horribly destructive
magnatude of all out nuclear war."?>> Consequently, this, the most effective and
efficient technical means to wage war, in the end, has virtually no utility at all in the
actual waging of warfare per se. Nuclear equipped states are therfore compelled to
wage war by limited means and for limited objectives applying lethal force in a means
and area wherein it is not perceived to be a direct, unambiguous threat to another
nuclear state.

The unexpected means of warfare in the nuclear era became socio-political
rather than purely military. Moreover, the utility of limited wars involving internal
conflicts between factions within a given state dramatically increased. Such wars relied
upon revolutions, insurgencies, and civil wars employing conventional, guerrilla and
terroristic means. The purpose of these conflicts is to gain or maintain control of the
populace of a given political entity. This type of warfare has been labeled by the
present study social warfare.

Since social warfare will be discussed in detail in the next section, and in-
depth analysis need not detain us here. For the moment, it is sufficient to note that the
paramount skill in this form of war is social skill. Certainly the other skills remain
important. The combatants must meet at least minimum physical skills and be able to
maintain cohesive military units. The belligerents must also be able to supply their
armed forces with relatively modern technical means and afford both the combatants
and those who support them with the necessary technical skills to employ and maintain
this technology. Finally, the belligerents must be able to mobilize armed forces and
project and sustain these forces over long distances, in year-round campaigns and in
coordinated efforts. This, of course, requires administrative/bureaucratic skills. But as
the American Revolutionary and Vietnam Wars cleraly show, the ability to field
consistently superior force, and win field engagements simply does not assure victory.

Perhaps the first war in modern warfare in which social skills played the
predominant role is the American Revolutionary War. Despite winning 19 of the 31
major engagements of the American Revolutionary War, fighting two more to a draw,

2bid., pp. 197-198.
B51pid., p. 199.
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and winning a total of 37 additional minor engagements, the British still lost the
war.230 This was certainly not due to any lack of military capability or inferior
physical, organizational, technical or administrative skills, but rather due to inferior
social skills. According to Lumpkin,

After comparatively easy captures of Savannah and Charleston, the British ...
committed one serious error after another. They overestimated the numbers of
Loyalists who would flock to their aid. They antagonized thoroughly the very
people upon whose eventual support they must depend if victory were to be
achieved.... [Moreover], as it became increasingly clear that the British could not
protect their adherents or control the hinterland, an ever growing number of
southerners supported the partisans.... Both sides made blunders, but the British
mistakes could not be remidied. When they failed to subjugate Georgia and
South Carolina and win over ... the majority of the people, the British lost not
only the war in the South but the final and best chance to subdue the thirteen
colonies.?3

The same basic conclusion can be drawn for other wars in which social
skills were the predominant factor such as: Vietnam, Algeria, China, Nicaragua and
Cuba. This is clearly seen in the following observation made by Harrv Summers about
Vietnam,

One of the most frustrating aspects of the Vietnam War from the Army’s point
of view is that as far as logistics and tactics were concerned we succeeded in
everything we set out to do. At the height of the war the Army was able to
move almost a million soldiers a yvear in and out of Vietnam, feed them, clothe
them, supply them with arms and ammunition, and generally sustain them better
than any Army had ever been sustained in the field.... On the battlefield itself, the
Army was unbeatable. In engagement after engagement the forces of the Viet
Cong and North Vietnamese were thrown back with terrible losses. %, in the
end, it was North Vietnam, not the United States that emerged victorious. 38

The conclusion to be drawn here is both evident and inescapable. The
advantage the Americans enjoyed over the British and the Vietnamese over the
Americans was not technical or organizational or administrative, but simply social.
Just as an army whose paramount skill is organizational cannot hope to defeat an
army having a technical paramount skill, so too, an army relying upon technical and

236Lumpk.in, op. cit., pp. 253-279. Major engagements are defined here as those
having a total of over 1,000 combatants -- atleast 500 on each side -- involved.

27bid., p. 252.
238gummers, op. cit., p. 1.
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administrative skills cannot hope to defeat a belligerent whose paramount skill is social.
‘Moreover, as shall be seen in the coming chapters, relying upon administrative,
technical or organizational skills to combat the means of social warfare -- which can
include both guerrilla and terrorist methods -- are both ineffactive and inappropriate.

D. SOCIAL WARFARE

Social warfare is a distinct subtype of warfare requiring its own paramount skill,
which in turn effects how best to employ force. Although social warfare has existed
since the early classical epoch and was greatly relied upon by the Roman Empire, for
the most part it has generally been regarded as a simple adjunct to the main business
of warfighting. Only after the advent of nuclear weaponry and the Brodie Paradox did
social warfare become a primary means of waging war in the modern epoch.

While there are exceptions, such as the Arab-Israeli conflicts, most conflicts
between nuclear equipped powers of their allies fall into the catagory of social warfare.
This section will briefly analyze social warfare, first as it evolved in the prenuclear eras
and then how it has developed in light of the Brodie Paradox. From this analysis we
will gain a better understanding of precisely what this form of warfare seeks to achieve
and how it does so. This, in turn, will provide a foundation for understanding not only
why terrorism exists, but how it can present a military challenge to the modern nation-
state.

1. Social Warfare Before the Nuclear Era
In order to have a fuller understanding of social warfare it is helpful to examine the
state from a structural perspective. The state, according to Barry Buzan, consists of
three primary components: 1) physical, 2) institutional and 3) metaphysical.?*® The
physical component is the territory and people existing within and subject to the state’s
authority. The institutional component consists of the institutions of law and
government. Finally, and most important, the metaphysical component is the concept
or the idea of the state acknowledged and accepted by the populace itself. As Buzan
notes,

We can infer from [this] ... that the state exists, or has its essence, primarily on
the social rather than on the physical plane. In other words, the state is more a
metaphysical entitg, an idea held in common by a group of people, than it is a
physical organism,2%

239Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear: The National Security Problem in
International Relations (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1983) pp.
38-39.

97




Given this we can see that should any one of these components cease to exist,
the stete can no longer function as a sovereign entity within the international milieu.
Of course, the most important component is the common idea of the state. Indeed, as
the Armenian, South Moluccan and Palestinian irredentia have clearly shown, even
without sovereign territory the idea of the state -- embodied in revolutionary terrorism
-- is sufficient to make its presence felt within the international milieu. Viewed from a
structural perspective, the state would appear as shown in Table S.

TABLE 5
THE COMPONENT PARTS OF THE STATE

IDEA

PHYSICAL INSTITUTIONAL
(Source: Barry Buzan, People, States and Fear, op. cit., p. 40)

It is clear, then, that an attack on the state is not limited to simply destroying
the state’s physical assets of territory and people, nor to disrupting its institutional
assets of command and control, but can -- and should -- also entail an assault upon the
state on the social or moral plane. This is particularly true if the state in question is
already experiencing internal difficulties pertaining to questions of legitimacy of the
ruling regime, or the existing ideology or orm of government. Again, according to
Buzan, "The distiguishing feature of weal states is their high level of concern with
domestically generated threats to the security of the government.”24! This represents a
very clear weakness which should be capitalized upon by anyone seeking to wage war
upon that state.

The idea that a state could employ social forces within a targeted entity as a
weapon and means of war is a very old one. As Samuel Griffith points out, Sun Tzu
was well aware of the importance of national unity and cohesion in any struggle
between nations. Indeed, Sun Tzu stressed that no war be undertaken before the
enemy is politically destabalized. Summing up Sun Tzu’s remarks Griffith writes,

2401pid., p. 38.
2411pig,, p. 67.
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Sun Tzu believed... war was to be preceeded by measures designed to make it
easy to win. The master conquerer frustrated thé enemy’s plans and broke up his
alliances. He created cleavages between sovereign and ministers, superiors and
inferiors, commanders and subordinates. His spies were evervwhere, gathering
information, sowing dissention, and nurturing subversion. The enemy was
isolated and demoralized; his will to resist broken. Thus without battle his army
was conquered, his cities taken and his state overthrown.242

Using social forces to destabalize and weaken political opponents is therefore
an ancient ploy, and down through the centuries there have been many examples of
political struggles between two sovereign political entities being resolved in such a
manner. [t has proven most effective in situations where the cleavages noted by Sun
Tzu already exist, are extremely pronounced and are irreconcilable.

These cleavages represent potential weaknesses in the structural cohesion of a
given political entity and provide a rough idea of how polarization might occur should
that cohesion be disrupted. From a structural perspective these cleavages can occur
vertically, horizontally or on both axes simultaneously. Vertical cleavages are social in
nature, representing such factors as race, religion, ideology and nationality. Horizontal
cleavages are those that prevent political mobility between the ruled and the rulers.
These cleavages are most pronounced, of course, when they occur on both planes
simultaneously; that is, when a group is excluded from integrating into society due to
some verticle cleavage and from participating in the political process at the same time.
As will be seen, such situations provide excellent opportunities for those willing to
exploit them.

While these factors are important in any war, they are particularly crucial in
wars in which neither belligerent has sufficient combat power to secure victory through
a war of annihilation. In such cases, both belligerents end up waging a war of attrition
wherein technical military means lose much of their importance in securing victory. In
such a war, military means derive their importance primarily from a defensive
perspective -- i.e., they are important only to the point that they are able to deny
victory to the enemy. It is here that weaknesses in a belligerent’s social structure
becomes critical in determining victory. This is particularly true if the existing social
cleavages are so salient that a belligerent can harness disgruntled social forces within
the enemy camp. A few historical examples are sufficient to demonstate how this
functions.

2425un Tzu, op cit., p. 39.
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One early, and highly effective example of a state harnessing and employing

internal social forces against a political entity is Queen Elizabeth I's support of the
Dutch rebels in the Spanish Netherlands during the 16th century. According to Will
and Ariel Durant, Elizabeth “... planned to support the revolt of the Netherlands
sufficiently to keep them from surrendering to Spain or bequeathing themselves to
France. For as long as the revolt continued Spain would [be diverted] and stay out of
England.”?4?
As Elizabeth quickly realized, enlisting the aid of these social forces made
combating Spanish policies an extremely efficient prospect. At the price of a relatively
small amount of gold coin, Elizabeth had a fanatically dedicated army which not only
did the bulk of the fighting and dying, it diverted vast amounts of Spanish political,
economic and military resources. In the end, the revolt in the Netherlands tipped the
scales in the favor of England. According to Theodore Ropp, “The Dutch revolt
played the same role in the decline of Spain as the Spanish revolt was to play in the fall
of Napoleon. It was the ‘running sore’ which drained off Spanish soldiers, Spanish
morale, and Spanish money."24

As this example clearly shows, social forces can be harnessed and converted
into political/military power. Moreover, they are extremely efficient, promising very
large returns for a relatively small investment. And, as shown above, the employment
of social forces can even be quite decisive. Equally important, ignoring these social
forces can be disasterous. Perhaps the best example of this is Hitler’s invasion of the
Soviet Union on 22 June 1941.

The Soviet state which awaited Hitler’s onslaught consisted of a patchwork of
dissaffected peoples very clearly deliniated by horizontal and vertical cleavages.
Millions had died during Stalin’s collectivization of Soviet agriculture and political
purges. According to J.F.C. Fuller,

In 1941, in the Ukraine, White Russia and the Baltic States alone, some
40,000,000 people yearned for liberation; therefore in order to disintergrate the
colossus, all Hitler had to do was to cross the Russian frontier as a liberator, and
terminate collectivization. It would have won over to him, not only minorities,
but it would also have dissolved Stalin’s armies, because they so largely consisted
of collectivized serfs.243

233Will and Ariel Durant, The Story of Civilization, vol. 7. The Age of Reason
Begins (\New York: Simon and Schuster, 1961) p. 33.

244R opp, op. cit., p- 39.
2455 F.C. Fuller, op. cit., p. 262.
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In the first weeks following the invasion the Germans were recieved as
liberators. Everywhere, particularly in the Baltic States and the Ukraine German
soldiers were greated by cheering, happy people. By December nearly 2.5 million

0 Soviet soldiers had surrendered, many wishing to join Germany’s crusade against
Bolshevism.?*® Then came Heinrich Himmler's special action detachments called the

. Sichereitdienst, or SD, whose purpose was the subjugation of the inhabitants of the
newly conquered territories. It was the incredibly brutal methods employed by the SD
that saved the politically bankrupt ideology of Bolshevism. As one contemporary
German observer noted, "By rousing the Russian people to a Napoleonic fervor we
enabled the Bolsheviks to achieve a political consolidation beyond their wildest dreams
and provided their cause with the halo of a ‘patriotic war’.”2%7

The results, of course, were catastrophic for Germany. Ignoring these social
factors was a supreme error on the part of Hitler and his NAZI regime, and the lesson
it provides is quite clear. Not only can social factors be harnessed by an outside
sovereign power, failure to do so can quickly lead to disaster,

There are limitations, however, in any attempt to harness and direct social
forces located in the enemy camp. The three major drawbacks are: 1) the social forces
generally have objectives of their own which may not be compatible with those of the
sponsoring state, 2) these forces are often unpredictable and are difficult ot control,
and 3) often these social forces take years or even decades to develop to the point they
can be considered an important factor. All three of these factors are readily seen by
returning to the English conflict with Spain in the 16th century.

The English quickly learned by their support of the Dutch rebels in the
Spanish Netherlands that today’s ideological ally can become tomorrow’s nationalist
enemy. English support of their Protestant Dutch bretheren undoubtedly was a
decisive factor in the latter’s overthrow of the Catholic Spanish colonial yoke. The end
result for England, however, was not the creation of a natural ally, but a new economic
and military rival. Within one hundred years, Holland and England would go to war
three times as both nations sought to gain supremacy of the seas.?48

2481bid., p. 263.
2471bid., p. 264.
2“sRopp. op. cit., p. 67.
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